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CURRENT TOPICS. 


| Taz Vacation Registrar for the first half of the Long 
pprestion will be Mr. Registrar Cobby. 





WE ane REQUESTED to call attention to the notice as to 
“affidavits, which wili be found in another column, Soli- 
sitors wil greatly assist the officials by paying attention 

9 the directions therein contained. 





' A-oop pzat has been said of the small legislative 
> results of the present session, It may be well to state 
bup to Monday last, out of 151 public Bills which 

| had been introduced in the House of Commons, 38 had 

‘been passed, and of these 13 had received the Royal 

'@seent.. Thirty-three Bills had been dropped or with- 
drawn, andof’ the remaining Bills, over 30: were at or 
—_ the stage of committee. 





THE EVENT OF THE —. > in a legal 
has been the reversal by the Court of Appeal of 
doctrine of Sykes v. Beadon (27 W. R. 
‘trusts ’ formed for the purpose of obtaining 
tions from the public, investing such subscriptions 
certain stocks, applying the interest on the investmen’ 
in payment of coupons, and ultimately dividing 
stocks among the subscribers, are illegal under section 
of the Companies Act, 1862. The Master of the Rolls 
in the last-mentioned case assumed that the \**trust 
was ‘‘a company, association, or partnership” within 
the words of the Act. ‘“‘ The only point,” he said, “I 
have to consider is whether this association or company 
was formed for the purpose of gain, either by the asso- 
ciation or by the individual members thereof.” And he 
further assumed that the ‘‘ trust” was formed “for the 

purpose of carrying on any business” within the Acts 
The ground of these assumptions isto be found in his judg. 
ment in the case of Re The Arthur Average Associa- 
tion (28 W. R. 939), where he laid it down that the Act 
‘* broadly means this: all commercial undertakings shall 
be registered. Thatis the meaning of it asI understand 
it. It distinguishes in so many words, and intends to 
distinguish, between commercial u on the 
one hand, and what one may call literary or charitable 
associations on the other hand.” The Court of Appeal 
take issue with the learned judge as to both these 
assumptions. They deny that the trust is an “‘associa~ 
tion”; for persons do not constitute an association 
when there are no mutual rights or obligations, merely 
because they have a common interest in a fund which 
is to be divided among them. They also deny that 
the trust was for the purpose of carrying on any 
business. If there was any business at all it was to be 
carried on by the trustees, but the trustees no more 
carried on business than do the trustees of a large 
property under a marriage settlement or will, having 
very extensive powers of changing investments. The 
grounds taken by the Court of Appeal are precisely those 
which, when discussing the legality of these trusts. six 
years ago, long before any question had been raised, we 
stated as the reasons for contending that they did not 
require registration under the Companies Act. But we 
pointed out then what we still think constitutes a clear 
distinction between the trust under a marriage settle- 
ment or will and these “ trusts ’’—viz., that in the one 
case the funds are placed in the hands of the trustees 
for safe custody only, and in the other “for the 
acquisition of gain.” 





For THE First TIME, as far as we remember, a solicitor 
was last week punished by the Master of the Rolls for not 
acting upon a telegraphic notice of an ex parte order 
restraining a sale under a distress for rent. Tel 
stating that the sale had been restrained were received 
two hours before the time of sale by the auctioneer and 
the solicitor acting for the landlady. The auctioneer 
consulted the landlady and her solicitor, and, as. they be- 
lieved that the telegram was fictitious, he proceeded with 
the sale. The solicitor was ordered to pay the costs of 
the motion to commit for contempt, on the ground that 
“it was his plain duty, if he had any doubt as to the 
authenticity of the telegram, to have telegraphed to 
the plaintiff's solicitors and asked them whether it was 
genuine or not.” The learned judge, in making this gp | 
appears to have had in his mind the observations of 
Lord Justice James in Ha parte Langley (L. R.13-Ch, D. 
110), but he seems to have supposed that they applied 
only to the case of auctioneers and sheriffs’ officers. 
Weare at a loss to understand why the remarksshould be 
thus restricted. What the Lord Justice said was that, 
‘when parties who obtain an injunction wish to, come 
municate it by telegram, there is a very obvious mode 
by which they can prevent difficulties, . If the solicitor, 
instead of telegraphing to the sheriff's officer, were te 
telegraph to some-solicitor-as his agent at the place, and 
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tell him to go and give notice of the order, then the 
person affected would have the responsibility of an 
officer of the court for what he was doing.” Why 
should not a solicitor, who is to be served with notice of 
an order, be entitled to the same responsibility? It 
should not be forgotten that the difficulty in these cases 
is usually occasioned by delay in applying for the re- 
straining order, and it seems to us that it would be just 
in all cases to throw upon the person obtaining it the 
obligation of taking the precaution mentioned by the 
Lord Justice. 





Tue REcENT case of Cummins v. Fletcher, (28 W. R. 
772) removes @ misapprehension as to the consolidation 
of mortgages. Tue principle on which this doctrine 
rests is, that he who seeks the assistance of equity must 
himself do equity. ‘The person whose right to redeem is 
purely equitable must act equitably to the mortgagee, 
and not redeem one only of his securities leaving him 
with the chance of deficiency on the other. These 
are the terms on which the court affords its assistance to 
the mortgagor who is compelled to ask it. But when a 
mortgagor has a legal right to redeem, there is no 
ground for imposing any conditions upon him. In other 
words, there is no rule of the courts of equity that, 
whenever two properties are subject to two mortgages 
to the same mortgagee, one shall not be redeemed 
without the other. In Cummins v. Fletcher the assign 
of the mortgagor in a building society mortgage, the 
payments on which had been punctually kept up, applied 
to the society to redeem the mortgage. The society 
claimed that he must also redeem another mortgage to 
them by the same mortgagor, on which default had 
been made. The Court of Appeal decided against this 
claim. ‘“‘It seems to me,” said Lord Justice James, 
“ that when a man has a legal right in one property—the 
1871 mortgage in this case—he has no occasion what- 
ever, and never will have any occasion, to come into a 
court of equity. The fact of these two properties being 
subject to two mortgages gives the court of equity no 
more power than it has to take any other property 
belonging to him for the purpose of satisfying the debt 
for which there was insufficient security.’”’ It is to be 
observed that in the infancy of the doctrine of consoli- 
dation, when it was supposed to relate only to legal 
mortgages, Sir William Grant, in Jones v. Smith (2 Ves. 
jun. 376), seems to have expressly confined its opera- 
tion to cases where both estates are within the domain 
of equity by saying that, “‘if two separate estates are 

ed, by which I understand the legal estate 
absolutely and at law irredeemably conveyed, this court 
will not interpose in favour of the redemption of one 
without the redemption of both.” 





Ir 1s starep that a house surgeon at the Gloucester 
Infirmary has been unsuccessfully sued by a labourer 
for damages for a post-mortem examination of his 
wife, made without his knowledge or consent. The 
plaintiff admitted that he had not suffered any pecu- 
niary loss, but alleged that “the examination had 
hurt his feelings,” and that portions of the body 
had been taken away, an allegation which was denied, 
It is worth noticing that a very similar case arose 
some years ago before one of the superior courts of 
Cincinnati. The surgeon there contended that there 
was no in a dead human body, and there 
could, ore, be no legal remedy for an injury to a 
corpse. But the court held that, although at common 
law there could be no in a corpse, yet the law 
gave to the husband the custody of the wife's corpse for 
the of decent burial, and there would be a 
civil remedy for any interference with this right. 








Ir wi1t BE seen from the list we print elsewhere, that- 
there were seventy-five candidates at the last Honours: 
Examination of the Incorporated Law Society, and that 
of these eighteen succeeded in obtaining a place in the 
first class. Twenty candidates appear to have been 
plucked. 





Lorp Justice Corron announced last Saturday that it 
was intended to issue a General Order to enable the 
Paymaster-General to deal with the converted East. 
Indian Railway Stock in the same way as the original 


East Indian Railway Stock, without the necessity of any 


application to the court. 








THE IRISH LAND ACT (1870). 


In the course of the discussions upon the Compensation 
for Disturbance Bill, a question of some importance, 
respecting the nature and extent of the rights given to- 
the Irish tenantry by the Land Act of 1870, has been. 
raised, and not, as we think, very satisfactorily an- 
swered. 

It is hardly necessary to say that we have no inten- 
tion of entering upon any discussion of the policy of the 
Bill in question, or of the desirability of granting to any 
tenantry, Irish or other, proprietary rights in the soil 
they occupy; we are only concerned with the much 
narrower question, What are the rights now in fact 
enjoyed by occupying tenants in Ireland, and whence: 
and how were those rights derived and conferred? And 
for this purpose it is necessary at the outset to draw a 
distinction, too often overlooked, between the Province 
of Ulster and the rest of Ireland, a distinction a due- 
regard to which would have saved Mr. Sullivan from the 
ludicrous error into which he was betrayed on the last 
night of the debates in committee. For the tenantry of 
Ulster, or the greater part of them, have unquestionably 
rights in the soil which are essentially rights of prop- 
erty; rights which have been pnrchased with hard cash,. 
if not by the tenants themselves, at any rate by their 
predecessors in title, and this always with the conniv- 
ance, generally with the active co-operation, of the land- 
lord or his agent; and the existence of such rights has- 
never, in this century at least, been denied in Ulster, 
though much difference of opinion has existed, and still 
exists, as to their extent, and the limits and conditions. 
to which they are subject. As the rights themselves are 
essentially customary, it naturally follows that they are 
subject to considerable variation, the custom on one 
estate seldom accurately agreeing with thet on any other, 
and even the different holdings on the same property 
being not unfrequently subject to different customs, ac- 
cording to the origin of the tenancy, or the devolution 
of the landlord’s interest. All the varieties, however, 
present the same general features—viz., a right in the 
tenant, when giving up his holding, whether voluntarily 
or otherwise, to offer “‘ the goodwill” for sale, under 
conditions, more or less stringent, as to the character of 
the purchaser and the terms of his acceptance by the 
landlord ; and a right in the landlord to fix, within cer- 
tain more or less elastic limits, the terms upon which 
the incoming tenant should be permitted to hold. This 
right was not conferred on the tenant by the Land Act, 


it has existed and been recognized for generations ; and,. 


at least until after the operation of the Incumbered 
Estates Court had introduced a number of landowners, 
‘* who knew not Joseph ”’ into the province, it was never 
questioned in an ordinary case, though its applicability 
in certain circumstances was often hotly contested—e.g., 
on some estates it was never recognized when the tenant’ 


had a lease, however short, the contention being that’ 


the lease wes what he had paid for, and that, therefore, 
he could have no rights beyond his bargain; and’ 


there were many estates where a tenant who had not. 


bought (or inherited from some one who had bought), 
was not allowed to sell. 
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The nearest analogy, perhaps, to the Ulster “ tenant- 
right” would be found in copyhold tenure, with, 
however, this important difference, that the courts 
in England have -recognized and enforced the rights 
of the copyholder from a very early period, whereas 
the courts in Ireland, till compelled by the Land 
Act, steadily refused to recognize the peculiar posi- 
tion of the Ulster tenantry at all. These tenants 
had, from generation to generation, bought and 
sold their rights of occupancy, with the full knowledge 
of the landlords, who, moreover, found in the 
sale of the goodwill a most valuable addition 
to their security, the arrears of rent being always 
a first charge on the purchase-money, and 
so firmly rooted was the confidence in the custom thus 
engendered, that we have frequently known tenants to 
refuse to accept leases for twenty-one years, when 
voluntarily offered by the landlords, on the ground 
that the goodwill of a tenancy (in law) from year to 
year was a more saleable property. It would, of course, 
be an intolerable wrong if a landlord, who knew that an 
incoming tenant had given a large sum of money 
for the goodwill of his holding, on the faith of 
being permitted to dispose of it again when 
leaving, and who had, perhaps, received a large 
portion of the money in the shape of arrears of 
rent, otherwise irrecoverable, had afterwards, in reliance 
on a strict legal right, refused to give effect to the tacit 
agreement in question, and insisted upon taking pos- 
session of the land, and confiscating the goodwill with- 
out compensation. It is, however, to the credit of the 
landlords of Ulster that, although the Irish courts, 
both of law and equity, had, so long ago as the Chan- 
cellorship of Lord Lifford, refused to recognize the 
validity of the custom, it was all but universally 
respected throughout the province, at least except in those 
doubtful classes of cases to which reference has been 
already made. To therights thus acquired the Land Act 
added nothing; it did, indeed, expressly legalize all 
such customs as could be proved, and enabled the 
tenants to enforce their rights under them by the 
medium of the county courts—i.e., it substituted the 
discretion of the county court judge for the conscience 
of the landlord in applying the right, but the right 
itself remained entirely unaltered. 

But the condition of the tenantry throughout the 
South-west of Ireland was, and is, entirely different. 
With exceptions so few as to be immaterial, neither they 
nor any one through whom they claimed ever had paid 
a single shilling for their right of occupancy, nor 
had the landlord ever received directly or in- 
directly any benefit from their occupation beyond 
the payment of the stipulated rent, or (more fre- 
quently) some part thereof. They were, therefore, 
absolutely without those moral rights which con- 
stituted the foundation of the Ulster customs, and were 
simply in the position of any other persons who had hired 
the use of a commodity—say a horse, or a steam-engine 
—upon a bargain to pay a fixed rent for it, and to return 
it any time upon six months’ notice. It was, indeed, 
alleged, and with just sufficient show of truth to require 
some recognition, that they, or some of them, had laid out 
money upon improvements, and so long ago as 1860 
an Act was with the object of securing to the 
tenant, on quitting his holding, full compensation for 
all such improvements as he might have effected with 
the landlord’s consent. This right was considerably ex- 
tended by clause 4 of the Act of 1870, but so far as we 
can learn, the cases, even in the North, where this clause 
has had any operation, have been very few and far 
between, The 8rd clause of this Act, however, conferred 
upon the tenant a right of an entirely new kind, utterly 
different as well from anything arising out of the con- 
tract of tenancy, as from any customary right which ever 
existed in Ireland or eleewhere. If we remember rightly, 
this clause was not in the Bill as ly introduced, 
but was added at the instance of the late Mr. McCarthy 








Downing, then M.P. for the county of Cork, who 
threatened the Bill with an opposition which might have 
proved fatal to it, on the ground that, ‘as framed, it 
provided no security against “capricious 
Although the bargain between landlord and tenant had 
been that possession should be given up on six months’ 
notice, and no “equity” whatever existed, or was 
alleged, for varying the agreement, still, it was argued, 
it was such a hardship to the tenant to be obliged to 
leave his holding, that a landlord who enforced his right 
of re-entry without sufficient cause ought to be com- 
pelled to make good the loss thus caused. The avowed 
object was to check evictions for political reasons, and 
the clause was so framéd as not to apply to cases where 
the tenant had been guilty of a breach of any of the 
fundamental conditions of his tenancy—e.g., non-pay- 
ment of rent, sub-letting, waste, &c. 

And here we may appropriately notice a peculiarity in 
the law in Ireland which has not been sufficiently kept 
in sight. Besides his ordinary common law right to 
bring an ejectment, arbitrarily, upon notice to quit, a 
landlord in Ireland to whom a year’s rent is due has a 
statutory remedy analogous to a mortgagee’s right of 
foreclosure. He may bring an ejectment “for non- 
payment of rent,” a proceeding which differs from the 
ordinary ejectment “on the title” in several important 
particulars. It requires no notice to quit: it can be 
stopped at once by payment of the arrears of rent: even 
after decree the tenant has six months’ “equity of re- 
demption,” and the landlord is unable to admit a new 
tenant during that time so as to defeat the equity. 
As the process of eviction is hardly ever resorted to 
except for the purpose of compelling payment of rent, 
the superior rapidity and cheapness of this process have 
caused it in great measure to supersede the old eject. 
ment on the title, but it is obvious, from the nature of the 
proceeding, that it cannot be used as an instrument for 
“capricious” eviction. This process, therefore, never 
could be a “ disturbance ” within the meaning of the Land 
Act, and is, indeed, a rather substitute for an action of 
debt than an ejectment in the proper sense of the term, 
which is an action to vindicate a right of possession. 

It will be seen from the foregoing that the right of 
compensation for disturbance given by the 3rd clause of 
the Land Act differs fundamentally, both in nature and 
origin, from the rights of sale arising under the customs 
of Ulster: these have been purchased by the tenant 
with hard cash expended with the knowledge of the 
landlord, that has been given, without any consideration 
moving from the tenant, by the will of the 
and for reasons mainly political these: exist at all times, 
and may be exercised by the tenant, no matter under 
what circumstances he may be quitting his tenancy, 
that has no existence whatever unless or until the 
tenant is “ disturbed” by the voluntary act of the land- 
lord: these can never, under any circumstances, 
necessitate a payment by the landlord to the tenant, 
that can never operate in any other manner : under these 
the landlord is more or less compensated for the diminu- 
tion of his proprietary rights by increased security for 
his rent, that has been imposed upon him without any 
compensation whatever. 

Any argument, therefore, in support of the one drawn 
from the existence of the other, is entirely fallacious ; 
each must be supported, if at all, on its own merits: 
these we have no intention of discussing; it is enough 
for our purpose if we have cleared the question of an 
element of ambiguity which seems to have misled more 
than one of the speakers, on both sides, in the late de- 
bates upon the subject. 


eRe 





The death is announced of Emerich Zlinsky, a judge of 
the Hungarian So Court. He was looked upon as 
the highest authority on Hungarian private law. 
untimely death has prevented the completion of a 
work on the ‘Hungarian System of Law,” oa 
which he was eogaged for some years. . 
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LIABILITY OF TENANT FOR L1F£ FOR 
PERMISSIVE WASTE. 


Ir sometimes excites surprise to find that points which 

one would suppose must have frequently arisen have 

either never been decided or have never been reported. 

Such a point arose in a case of Woodhouse v. Walker (28 
W. R. 765), recently decided by the Queen’s Bench 
Division. The facts were these. A testator devised 
certain houses to his wife for life, “‘ she keeping them in 
repair,” with remainder to the plaintiff in fee. The 
tenant for life entered upon and enjoyed the houses dur- 
ing her life, but neglected to them, and at her 
death the plaintiff repaired them, and brought his action 
in the county court against her executor to recover the 
expenses so incurred. The county court judge decided 
against the plaintiff, apparently on the ground that no 
action of tort in respect of the permissive waste would 
have lain against the tenant for life in her lifetime, and 
that, consequently, no action lay against ber executor 
under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, s. 2, which applies only. to 
actions for wrongs. Against this decision the plain- 
tiff appealed. It was argued on the part of the 
plaintiff that an implied contract to repair arose 4s 
against the tenant for life from acceptance of the devise, 
on the ground that if she accepted the devise she must 
accept the burthen to which it was expressly made sub- 
ject. It seems to us that there is great difficulty in 
working out this notion. With whom can such a con- 
tract be supposed to be made? What privity of con- 
tract is there between the tenant for life and the re- 
mainderman. There may be several remaindermen 
with different estates. Is there a contract with 
each of them? It ultimately became unnecessary 
for the court to e any opinion on this contention, 
because they came to the conclusion that the county 
court judge was wrong, and that an action of tort would 
have lain against the tenant for life for the permissive 
waste in her lifetime, and consequently that it lay 
against her executor. 

It is satisfactory, so far as the justice of the case is 
concerned, that the court were able to come to this con- 
clusion ; and the dicta contained in the ancient books of 
authority are certainly somewhat in its favour. It is no 
doubt equitable that a person who accepts a devise 
should accept it subject to the burthens imposed upon 
it by the devisor, if such burthens are not contrary to 
public policy. There is, however, considerable difficulty 
in reducing the law on this subject to logical principles. 
Lord Coke says (2 Inst. 300), that the common law gave 
au action of waste against tenants in dower and by the 
curtesy, but not against tenants for life or for years, the 
reason being this—viz., that as the law created estates in 
dower and by the curtesy, the law gave a remedy for 
waste, whereas estates for life and for years arising from 
grant or devise, the party making such grant or devise 
might have provided expressly against waste, and, there- 
fore, it is his own negligence or default if he does not. 
This is rather strange reasoning, because it seems 
hard on remaindermen or reversioners who were no 
parties to the negligence or default of the party creating 
the particular estate, and it is they who suffer. It may 

they have privity of estate with the original 
grantor, and so ought to suffer for his neglect, but the 
whole doctrine savours of extreme narrowness and un- 
reality. It looks very much as if some rigid worshippers 
of precedent had in olden times, finding no precedent for 


g 
B 
E 


e afterwards gave an action of waste against 
the “ fermors’” of tenements, in which term tenants for 
life as well as for years were held to be included, 
and the Statute of Gloucester increased the 
The action of waste was in pro- 

by the action on the case 
for waste, but the prisciples which governed the whole 


action still apply to the more modern form of action, 

The ancient authorities, such as Lord Coke (2 Inst..145), 

seem to have thought that the provisions of the Statute 
of Marlbridge applied to ve as well as com- 

missive waste, but there is a conflict between the modern 

dicta on this point and the opinion so expressed by Lord 

Coke (see 1 Wms. Saunders, 323, 2 Wms. Saunders, 

251). In Jones v. Hill (7 Taunt, 396), it is said that 

waste can only lie for that which would be waste if there 

were no stipulation respecting it, and, therefore, it could 

not be waste to leave premises in a worse condition that 

A. B. had put them into. The reporter inserts in the 

head-note a semble that an action for permissive waste 

will not lie against tenant for years, but the judgment 

does not appear to contain any dictum to that effect, 

It has been held that an injunction in respect of per- 

missive waste is not grantable except in cases where 
there is an express covenant; but that does not seem 

conclusive on the point. The truth is that in the case of 

tenants for years there is almost always an express 

covenant to repair, aud sono question as to permissive 
waste can arise. With regard to tenants from year to 

year it may be argued that their estate is but a sort of 
expansion of the tenancy at will, and tenants at will 
stand on a different footing. It may well be that they 
were not within the Statute of Marlbridge (see 
Wms. Saunders, ubi supra). In the case of Gibson 
v. Wells (1 N. R. 290) it was certainly held that the 
action for permissive waste did not lie, but there the 
action was against a tenant at will. 

The court held it to be unnecessary to determine as to’ 
the liability of tenants for years to an action for permis. 
sive waste in ordinary cases, because in the case we are 
discussing they thought that the action lay at common 
law, and, therefore, there was no necessity for consider~-' 
ing the effect of the Statute of Marlbridge in this 
respect, or choosing between the conflicting authorities 
on the subject. They held that the reasons given by 
Lord Coke for the non-existence in general of an action 
of waste against tenants for life or years by implication 
showed that at common law an action of waste lay 
when the grantor of the particular estate had expressly 
stipulated against waste. This is perhaps a somewhat 
slender foundation to build upon, but the conclusion is 
a reasonable one. It may be urged that Lord Coke's 
meaning was that, as there were means by which the gran- 
tor could bring about the desired effect without the action 
of waste, such an action was altogether unnecessary. He 
might have insisted on a covenant, or he might have pro- 
vided for a forfeiture of the estate in the case of waste. 
It does not seem to us, therefore, to follow necessarily, 
from Lord Coke’s words, that an action of waste lay at 
common law in a case where there was an express stipu- 
lation against waste. Bat it is very reasonable that such 
an action should lie, and we think that a little agility in 
jumping to the result that it would lie was very well 
bestowed, though we can imagine future difficulties 
arising from the decision—as, for instance, when there are 
successive remainders, and the case is not, therefore, 80 
simple as that of tenant for life and immediate re. 
mainderman in fee. Again, it is true, no doubt, that 
the conflict of opinions which we have alluded to arose 
with regard to the action of waste under the Statute of 
Marlbridge, but on consideration it seems that the same 
question substantially arises with regard to the common 
law action of waste. Did an action for permissive waste 
lie at the common law against the tenant by the curtesy 
or the guardian in chivalry? Weshould doubt it. The 
judgment of the court appears to assume, not only that 
an action of commissive waste lay at the common law 
when the instrument creating the estate provided against 
it, but that an action for permissive waste lay whet 
such instrument prescribed repair, which is perhaps going 
a step further. The dictum in Jones v. Hill, that nothing 
is waste except that which would be waste if there were 
no stipulation against it, seems difficult to reconcile with 








the decision in Woodhouse v. Walker. Bnt these are, 
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- perhaps, over-subtle refinements. The truth is that the | cases where ‘‘ there is no room for any other appropria- 
“Fasties of the case required that the person who took | tion than that which arises fromthe order in which the 
the subject to a burthen should be made liable to | receipts and take place. and are.carried into 
-the burthen, and the court, finding a loophole in the | the account. it is the. sum first, paid in 
ancient doctrine through which they could reach the | that is first. drawn out.” In Henniker.v. Wigg (4.Q. B. 
mark, somewhat ingeniously availed themselves thereof. | 792), Lord Denman said that, while the doctrine of 


It is a curious illustration how our judge-made law, 
through somewhat tortuous ways, reconciles decisions 
required by the justice of the cases with which is has to 
deal with the ancient precedents. 





Recent Bectstans. 


FOLLOWING TRUST FUNDS INTO BANKING 
ACCOUNT. 


(In re Hallett’s Estate, C. A. 28 W. R. 732.) 


“Wnatever may be thought of the course pursued by the 
majority. of the Court of Appeal in this case, of 
overruling successive decisions of eminent judges of 
co-ordinate jurisdiction, there can be little question 
that. the result is to bring the law more into 
harmony with general principles, As Lord Justice 
Tarner said in Pennell v. Deffell (4 De G. M. & G. at p. 
388), it is an undoubted principle that, as between cestui 
que trust and trustee, and all parties claiming under the 
trustee otherwise than by purchase for valuable con- 
sideration without notice, all property belonging to a 
trust, however much it may be changed or altered in its 
mature or character, and all the fruits of such property, 
whether in its original or altered. state, continues to be 
subject to, or affected by, the trust. If a trustee pays 
‘trust money into a bank to his.credit, the account being 
@ simple. account with himself, not marked or dis- 
‘tinguished in any other manner, the debt thus con- 

stituted ‘from the bank to him:is one which, so long as it 
temains due, belongs y to the trust, just as the 
‘money so paid would have done had it been specifically 
placed by the trustee in a particular repository and 

gemained there. If the trustee subsequently pays into 

‘the same banking account private moneys of his own, the 
character of the moneys previously paid in is not altered, 

and, the court will separate and secure them for the 

‘benefit of the cestuis que trust. The difficulty has arisen 

where there has been a series of payments into and 

drawings out of the banking account by the trustee, so as 

to leave a balance in the hands of the banker derived 

partly from the trust estate and partly from the private 

property of the trustee. How is it to be ascertained 

‘what portion of this balance has been derived from the 

one source, and what from the other? According to 

Lords Justices Knight Bruce and Turner, in Pennell v. 

Deffell, this is to be ascertained by applying the rule in 

‘@layton’s case (1 Mer, 572)—viz., that in the absence of 

‘any other specific arrangement between banker and 

customer, the first item on the credit side is to be 

applied to the first item on the debit side, and so on. 

‘The result is that if the trust fund happens to be paidin 

‘first, subsequent drawings by the trustee will be con- 

‘sidered as diminishing, and ultimately it may be entirely 

destroying, the right of the cestuis que trust to have any 

part of the balance appropriated to the repayment of the 

trust fund. The principle is applicable, said Lord 
Justice Knight Bruce, “ notwithstanding the different 


éver the nature and objects of the cheques,” 

The rule in Clayton's case, as laid down by Sir 
‘William Grant, was not, however, an absolute principle 
of this kind, but a rule based upon the presumed inten- 
tion of the parties, in the absence of any expression of 
intention or of circumstances from which an intention 
can be implied with reference to the particular sums out 


> 


butted by evidence showing that such appropriation 
could, not. have been the intention of the parties. 
Under the circumstances of Clayton's. case, it was, 
said Bramwell, B., ‘‘ reasonable to hold that the earlier 
items of debit were extinguished by the earlier. items of 
credit, But we must decide every case according to its 
own circumstances.” 

Now, in Pennell v. Deffell. and In. re, Hallett’s 
Estate, we have a trustee drawing. out money for 
his own purposes from a banking account consisting 
partly of trust funds and partly of his own moneys. 
It is obviously more reasonable to presume that 
the trustee intended that the drawing out, should be 
attributed to his own moneys, than that he intended 
unlawfully to draw out the trust funds and, appropriate 
them to his own purposes. If so, the. presumption laid 
down in Clayton’s case must give way to this evidence 
of intention, and the drawings out by the trustee for his 
own purposes must be attributed to his own funds. 
This was the decision of the majority of the court in 
In re Hallett, 





General Correspondence. 


IS IDENTITY OF NAME EVIDENCE OF 
IDENTITY ? 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—The learned President of the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division holds that identity of name is 
no evidence of identity. Thus in a very recent case, 
in which a certificate of a —a bigamous 
marriage—was given in evidence, he ruled, although the 
name of the husband mentioned in the certificate was 
identical with that of the respoudent, and was by no 
means @ common name, and although his. profession as 
therein stated was the same as that of the respondent, 
that the certificate was no evidence that it was the 
respondent who was married. The petitioner fortun- 
ately was able to. give evidence of the identity of 
the person mentioned in the certificate with the respond- 
ent, and therefore the President's ruling became 
immaterial in the particular case; but, as it. may fre- 
quently happen that it will be difficult, or atall events; 
expensive, to prove identity, if identity of name is.not 
accepted as primd facie evidence of it, it may be useful 
to refer to some of the decisions on the question. 

In Sewell v. Hvans (4 Q. B. 626), it was decided 
in an action on a bill of exchange executed by a person 


the identity. 
particular circumstance tends to raise a question as to 
the party being the. same, even identity of may 


ocourrence, there might not be 
the conclusion, but Henry Thomas Rydes. 80 
numerous, . . . Lord Lyndharst, 0.B,, aske-why the 
onus of proving a negative in these casea, 





i which the payments are to be made. 1t was y 
ted by Sir W. Grant (1 Mer, 608) that it applied in 


be 
thrown upon the defendant. The answer is, because the 
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proof is so easy ; he might come into court and have the 
witness asked whether he was the man.’ 

In Hamber v. Roberts (7 O. B. 861), in an action by a 
messenger of the Court of Bankruptcy against James 
Roberts, for fees due from him as petitioning creditor 
under a fiat, it was held that the plaintiff proved a 
prima facie case by putting in the proceedings under 
the fiat without proving the identity of the defendant 
with the James Roberts named therein as the petition- 
ing creditor. Wilde, C.J., said: “I think the evidence 
given on this occasion proved a prima facie case, and 
it would be productive of much mischief to give rise to a 
doubt by granting a rule.” 

Lastly, in Hubbard v. Lees (L. R. 1 Ex. 255), an 
action of ejectment, a number of certificates of births, 
baptisms, marriages, and burials were produced from 
parish registers, and were objected to, on the ground 
that there was no evidence of the identity of the 
persons named in them with the persons of the 
same name who occurred in the plaintiff's line of 
proof. The learned judge admitted the evidence. Mr. 
Powell, Q.C., moved for a new trial, on the ground 
(amongst others) that the certificates were improperly 
admitted ; and “the court, in granting a rule upon the 
other points, refused it on the objection as to the 
certificates, saying that the question of identity was 
entirely for the jury, and that they would not allow any 
doubt to be raised upon this point.” 


Temple, July 21. J. D. W. 








Law Students’ Saournal. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honoves Examination. 
June, 1880, 


At the examination for honours of candidates for 
admission on the roll of solicitors of the Supreme 
Court, the examination committee recommended the 
following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary dis- 
tinction :— 

FIRST CLASS. 
{In order of merit.]} 


Charles Thwaites, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Frederick Wm. Fisher, of Doncaster; and Messrs. Van 
Sandau & Cumming, of London. 

James White, LL.B., who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Barnard & Co., of London. 

Benjamin Alexander Elkin, LL.B., who served his 
clerkship to Mr. Robert Dixon, of London. 

Frank George Crafter, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

John Hodgeon, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
E. & ¥. L. Waugh, of Cockermouth. 

Robert Todd, who served his clerkship to Mr. James 
Girdlestone, of London. 

James Douglas, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Lingards & Newby, of Manchester; and Messrs. Cun- 
liffe, Beaumont, & Davenport, of London. 

Francis Beaumont Moyle, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Hine-~Haycock & Bridgman, of London. 

Walter Herbert Cowl, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Arthur Edwin Cowl, of Liverpool and Great 


Yarmouth. 
Alfred Robinson, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 


John Davison, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. James William Lambert, of London. 

David Johnstone, who served his clerkship to Mr. Philip 
Jobn Wm. Cooke, of Gloucester ; and Mr. James Milward 
Weightman, of London. 

Charles Atkinson, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 





- 
T. & R. Nicholson, of Morpeth; and Messrs. Rogerson . 
& Ford, of London. 

Arthur William Stone, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Evans & Peacock, of London. 

Edmund Henry Parker, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. J. & A. Burton & Scorer, of Lincoln; and: 
Messrs. Taylor, Hoare, & Taylor, of London. 

James Carter Harrison, who served his clerkship to. 
Messrs. Hogan & Hughes, of London. 

Robert Dudley Baxter, who served his clerkship to- 
Messrs. Baxters & Co., of London. 

John Moore Bayley, who served his clerkship to Mr, 
William Barber, of Birmingham. 


SECOND CLASS. 
[In alphabetical order. ] 


Edward Bedford, who served his clerkship to Mr. John 
Peed, of Whittlesey; and Messrs, Speechly, Mumford, 
& Co., of London. 

John Bickford, jun., who served his clerkship to Mr, 
Robert George Abraham, of Ashburton, Devon ; Messrs, 
Charles & John Kitson, of Torquay; and Mr. George 
Edward Philbrick, of London. 

John Nicholds Cotterell, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Cotterell, of Walsall; and Messrs. Bower & 
Cotton, of London. 

Thomas Cross, who served his clerkship to 
Buller & Bickley, of Birmingham. 

George Robert Dransfield, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. William Brewis Elsdon, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne; 
and Messrs. Pattison, Wigg, Gurney, & King, of 
London. 

Charles Eagleton, who served his clerkship to Mr, 
Octavius Chapman Tryon Eagleton, of London. 

John Thomas Edmonds, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Bischoff, Bompas, Bischoff, & Co., of London. 

John . Edward Fox, who served his clerkship to Mr, 
William Tomlinson Page, the younger, of Lincoln. 

Basil Edward Hardy, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Parkers, of London. 

John Haviland, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Meade-King & Bigg, of Bristol. 

Thomas Heuth, who served his clerkship to Messrs 
H. T. Smith & Benett, of Devonport. 

Edward Tyrrell Jaques, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Layton & Jaques, of London. ~ 

George William Jessop, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Robinson & Longden, of Sunderland; andé- 
Messrs. Rawson, George, & Wade, of Bradford. 

Galen Jewell, who served his clerkship to Mr. William 
Marshall, of Southsea, Hants. 

Matthew Henry Jones, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Robert Knowles, of Liverpool. 

Thomas Batler Redfearn, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Chatham & Son, of Hull. 

Francis Shelton, who served his clerkship to Mr 
William Oliver Reader, of London. 

Arthur Edwin Sykes, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Woodhouse & Peach of Hull; and Messrs. Bell, 
Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 


to Messrs, 


Sydney Thompson, M.A., who served his clerkship to 


Messrs. Hollams, Son, & Coward, of London. 


THIRD CLASS. 
[In alphabetical order.] 


John Cook Bulman, who served his clerkship to Messrs: 
Forshaw & Parker, of Preston, 

Waples Canwarden, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Charles Francis Yorke, of London. 

Alexander Joseph Cheadle, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. William Crowther Umbers, of Wolverhampton. 

Arthur James Greenop, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Tatham, Oblein, & Nash, of London, 

Francis Jackson Kent, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Wilkins, Blyth, & Fanshawe, of London. 

Joseph Stevenson Lawson, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Charles Bulmer, of Leeds. 
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Addington Newton Olding, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Frederick Kent, of London; and Mr. John 
Attenborough, of London. 

Frederick Henry Hooper Orchard, who served his 
alerkship to Mr. Thomas Floud, of Exeter. 

James Albert Orchard, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. John George Galloway Redford, of Sidmouth. 

Henry Bishop Priest, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Hill & Dickinson, of Liverpool; and Messrs. 
Gregory, Rowcliffes, & Rawle, of London. 

George Roose, who served his clerkship to Mr. Thomas 
4eorge Everill, of London. 

James Kose, B.A., who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Phillips & Son, of Chippenham; and Messrs. Whitakers 
& Woolbert, of London. 

Frederick William Skardon, who served his clerkship 
to Messrs. Edmonds & Son, of Plymouth. 

Ernest Theodore Smith, who served his clerkship to 
‘Mr. William Henry Smith, of London. 

William Ernest Taylor, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Sanders, Smith, & Parish, of Birmingham. 

James William Henry Walsh, who served his clerkship 
to Messrs. Trollope & Winckworth, of London. 

Hugh Septimus Winter, who served his clerkship to 
‘Messrs. Plummer & Fielding, of Canterbury; and 
Messrs. Speechly, Mumford, & Co., of London. 

Herbert John Wright, who served his clerkship to 
‘Messrs. Flavell & Bowman, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
accordingly given class certificates and awarded the fol- 
lowing prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Thwaites, the prize of the Honourable Society 
of Clement’s-inn. Value ten guineas. 

To Mr. White, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Alifford’s-inn. Value five guineas. 

To Mr. Elkin, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
‘New-inn. Value five guineas. 

To Mr. Crafter, Mr. Hodgson, Mr. Todd, Mr. Douglas, 
‘Mr. Moyle, Mr. Cowl, Mr. Robinson, Mr. Davison, Mr. 
Johnstone, Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Stone, Mr. Parker, Mr. 
‘Harrison, Mr. Baxter, and Mr. Bayley, prizes of the 
Incorporated Law Society. Value five guineas each. 

The council have given class certificates to the candi- 
Mates in the second and third classes. 

The number of candidates examined was seventy-five. 





Pew Orvers, Ete. 


NOTICE AS TO AFFIDAVITS. 


General Directions as to Searching for Afidavits.] All 
affidavits filed in the Central Office are deposited in the 
affidavit room and entered in the index books under the 
initial letter of the suit or matter in which the affidavit 
dsused. There are two distinct sets of index books : 

(1.) Affidavits filed in this office by the parties them- 

selves, and 

(2.) Affidavits transmitted from court or chambers or 

the master’s office which are usually received the 

day after they have been used ; 
But affidavits used on application in the common law 
chambers and in court may have been filed in the first 
instance in this office and office copies of them used on 
the application, in which case the original affidavit would 
be in the index book (No. 1), An affidavit not found in 
the index book (No, 2) of affidavits transmitted should be 
searched for in the index book (No. 1), Affidavits filed 
in the Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer 
Divisions, previous to the 6th of April, 1880, have been 

ted in the affidavit office. 

n Answer to Interrogatories or of Discovery of Docu- 
ments.) Every affidavit in answer to interrogatories shall, 
when tendered for filing, be plainly marked on the out- 
side by the party filing it with the capital letter A., and 
‘every affidavit of the discovery of documents shall, in 





like manner, be marked with the capital letter D., and 
notice shall be given to the clerk receiving such 

that it is an affidavit in answer to interrogatories or 
documents (as the case may be); unless this be 
the affidavits may be overlooked in searches made for the 
purpose of giving certificates. 

Stamps.} All adhesive stamps must be put on the 
first page of the affidavit in the margin. 

Ezhibits.] Exhibits should be annexed, when prac- 
ticable, between the leaves of the affidavit for better 
security. ; 

Bills of Sale A fidavits.] Affidavits used on applica- 
tion in court or at chambers respecting bills of sale are 
filed in each case under the name of the party by whom 
the bill is given. 

Election Petition Affidavits.] Affidavits used on 
applications under the Election Petition Act are filed 
under the name of the petitioner. 

Office Copies left to be Examined and Marked.) All 
office copies left to be marked must be stamped at the 
rate of 2d. per folio, and must have indorsed on the 
outside the name of the solicitor who will call for them. 
Where they are left after the original has been filed, the 
party leaving them must search the index for the index 
number of the original and the year in which it was 
filed, which must be indorsed on the back of the copy. 

Bespeaking Copies to be made in the Office.] Where 
office copies are required to be made in the office the 

arty bespeaking such copy must fill up on the printed 

blue) bespeak form necessary particulars, including the 
number of the affidavit in the index book, which he 
must ascertain for himself. The stamps in payment of 
such copies must be left pinned on the bespeak form. 

Producing Affidavits from the Affidavit Office before 
a Judge or Master, and in Court.] Where it is required 
to produce affidavits already on the file, before a judge 
or master in chambers, the party must fill up the {white) 
bespeak form, and leave it with the officer (where 
practicable) the day before such affidavit is required. 
Pursuant to rule 51 of the Rules of April, 1880, no 
original affidavit which is on the file can be produced in 
any court without an order from a judge or master, but 
office copies may be used. 

Referring to A fidavits on the File for the purpose of 
drawing the Order.) Where an affidavit has to be re- 
ferred to in an order, it will be sufficient if the parties 
produce at the summons and order desk a certificate of 
filing from the affidavit office, where forms of certificate 
are supplied. These must be filled up by the party, and 
handed to the filing clerk to be sealed. 

Inspecting Original A fidavits.] When it is desired to 
inspect any original affidavit, a fee of 1s. (stamped on a 
“search prescipe”’) must be paid, and on no account is 
the affidavit to be removed from the office, or to be 
marked or written upon; when done with it should be 
returned to the officer. 

Altering Office Copies.) No alteration, interlineation, 
or erasure shall on any account be made upon any office 
copy which has been issued from this office. 


BR 








It is stated that the Lord Chancellor has received at 
private office in the House of Lords a deputation of fi 
solicitors and two newspaper proprietors concerning certain 
disputes and unseemly proceedings which have occurred 
the Somerset, Dorset, and Wiltshire County Courts, 
over by Mr. T. E. P. Lefroy as ju 
tion was introduced by Mr. 
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representations from various quarters had 
a that the matter should receive his 
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Cases of the Geek. 


Proor mx Bankruptcy — Interest — GuARANTEE — 
Payment or Desr sy Surety.—In a case of Ex parte Bishop, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 15th inst., the question 
arose whether a proof ought to be admitted in the liquidation 
of the acceptors of a bill of exchange for interest upon a sum 
which a guarantor of the bill had paid under his guarantee. 
Bills of exchange, which were drawn and accepted with the 
view of raising money for the joint purposes of the drawers 
and the acceptors, were discounted by the drawers with some 
bill brokers, the money procured by the discount being 
divided between the drawers and the acceptors. The bill 
brokers re-discounted the bills with their bankers, but did not 
indorse the bills. They had, however, given to the bankers 
a general guarantee of all bills discounted by the bankers 
for them. The acceptors were unable to meet the bills at 
maturity, and the drawers and the brokers also stopped pay- 
ment. The bankers received a dividend upon the bills from 
the estate of the brokers, and they also proved against the 
estate of the acceptors for the balance, and the latter claim 
was compromised. The brokers’ trustee claimed to prove 
against the estate of the acceptors for the sum which the 
broker’s estate had paid to the bankers, and for interest 
thereon. The Court of Appeal (James, Corron, and 
Tuesicer, L.JJ.) admitted the proof for the sum which 
had been paid (vide ante, p. 651), on the ground that, 
although the brokers did not indorse the bills, there was an 
implied authority to them by the acceptors to become sureties 
for the payment of the bills, But the court reserved their 
jodgment on the question whether f ought to be ad- 
mitted for interest on the amount paid. On the 15th inst., 
the court gave judgment admittingthe proof for interestfrom 
the time of payment down to the commencement of the 
liquidation. Cortoy, L.J., who delivered the judgment of 
the court, said that, if there were no authority on the point, 
there might be some doubt whether interest was payable. 
But the cases of Petre v. Duncombe (2 L. M. & P. 107) ; 
Hitchman v. Stewart (3 Drew. 271) ; and In re Swan’s Estate 
(4 Ir. . Eq. 209), were authorities for allowing interest. 
The principle of those decisions was that a person who was in- 
demnified, either expressly or by implication, against a parti- 
cular act ought to be placed in the same position as if the act 
against which he was indemnified had been done by the 
person by whom it cught to have been done.—Soricirors, 
Lawrance, Plews, & Baker ; Travers Smith, & Braithwaite. 





Ligumartiox Petrrios—Bu1t or Sare—Srizvre ny 
Granrer—InsUNCTION—JURISDICTION—Bankruprcy ACT, 
1869, ss. 12,13—Banxxnvurtcy Rugs, 1870, x. 260.—Ina 
case of Ex parte Bayly, before the Court of Appeal on the 
15th inst., the question arose whether an injauction bad 
been properly granted to restrain the grantee under a bill 
of sale from further proceeding with a seizure which he 
bead made of the chattels comprised in his bill of sale shortly 
before the filing of a liquidation petition by the grantor. 
On the filing of the petition a receiver was appointed at 
the instance of the debtor, and an interim ivjanction was 
granted, which was afterwards continued, on the applica- 
tion of the debtor ard the receiver, until after the 
time appointed for the first meeting of the creditors 
under the petition. There was no evidence that any 
objection could be raised or was likely to be raised 
to the validity of the bill of sale, but before the 
Court of Appeal the counsel who appeared for the debtor 
and the receiver suggested that when a trustee was ap- 
pointed be might be able to discover facte showing that 
the bill of sale was invalid, and urged that the circum- 
stances were suspicious; and they contended that the 


injunction t to be continued until o trastee bad been 
appointed, so that he might have an opportunity of making 
ca the bill of sale. On the other side it was 


if 
3) 


court bad no ee ae 


the tights of a mortgagee in possession. 
to ppeal Gas, Bzerr, sed Corson, L.JJ.) said 
wi 





the legal right of a mortgagee.—Soxicitors, Edward en. 
ley; W. Crook. 





InteGaL Assocratron—*“ Trust ”’—AssocraTion OF MoRB 
THAN TWENTY MEmMBERs—REGIsTRATION—ComMPANIES Acr, 
1862, s. 4.—In a case of Smith v. Anderson, before the- 
Court of Appeal on the 16th inst., the question arose 
whether the persons interested in a trust, similar to ‘that 
which existed in the case of Sykes v. Beadon (27 W. RB. 464, 
L. BR. 11 Ch. D. 170), constituted, within the meaning of sec-. 
tion 4 of the Companies Act, 1862, a company, iati 
or partnership consisting of more than twenty persons, and 
‘formed for the purpose of pe pars, bay @ business that hag. 
for its object the acquisition of gain by the company, associa. 
tion, or partnership, or by the individual members thereof,” 
and therefore an illegal association because it had not beep 
registered under the Act. The trust was constituted by » 
deed which declared the trusts of certain stocks and shares. 
of different submarine cable companies, which had been 
transferred to, and were standing in, the names of five trug- 
tees. The securities had been purchased by moneys contri- 
buted by a number of persons (many more than twenty), each 
of whom received for every £90 which he subscribed a certi. 
ficate for £100 nominal value, and also another document 
called a coupon of reversion. The trustees were to receive 
the annual income of the securities and to apply it in pay. 
ment, first, of the expenses of the trust, including theremunera- 
tion of the trustees, and then in paying interest at the 
rate of six per cent, per annum to the certificate holders on 
the nominal amounts of the certificates. The surplus income- 
was to be employed in the redemption of the certificates, “at 
a price not exceeding a specified maximum price. The te 
demption was to be effected by purchase of the certificates 
in the open market or by tender from the certificate holders, 
and if in those ways the whole of the surplus income of any 
year was not exhausted, the remainder of the surplus was t- 
be employed in the redemption, at the maximam price, of 
certificates to be drawn by lot. When all the certificates 
should have been redeemed, the securities remaini 
subject to the trusts of the deed were to be realized, ant 
the proceeds to be divided among the holders @ 
the coupons of reversion in proportion to the nominal value 
of the coupons held by them respectively. The trusteds 
were authorized to sell any of the securities if and when 
they should be capable of being sold in the market, and 
should be sold, at a premium of not less than thirty per 
cent. over the price at which they were purchased, ané 
the proceeds of the sale were to be applied inthe same way 
as the surplus income, though, if it should be so decided by 
@ unanimous resolution of the trustees, and the resolution 
should be confirmed at a meeting of the certificate holdera, 
the trustees were entitled to invest the proceeds of sale in 
the purchase of securities of the same character as the 
securities originally purchased, to be held subject to the 
trusts of the deed. There was to be a meating of the 
certificate holders once every year. At the meeting no 
person was to be present who did not produce his cetti- 
ficate, and persons were to vote in proportion to the value 
of the certificates produced by them. The proceedings of 
the meeting were, so far as might be, to be conducted ia 
toe Manner ibed in Table A. to the Companies Act, 
1862. The business of the meeting was tobe so Ma 
ceive and consider a report from the trustees on the-con- 
dition and affairs of the trust; (2) to appoint anditors to: 
audit the trustees’ accounts and to report to the next 
meeting; (3) to elect new trustees to supply any vacancies. 
The plaintiff was certificate holder, and he brought the 
action, on behalf of himself and all other holders of the 
certificates, against the trustees. He alleged that ‘the 
holders of the certificates and the defendants formed ‘an 
illegal association, under section 4 of the Act, the trast 
not having been registered, and he ‘claimed to have the 
trustea of the deed, or such of them ahh tects 
carried into execution ander the direction of the court, 


divided among the certificate holders in proportion to their 

respective interests. Jessel, M.R., followed hie own pre- 

vious decision in Sykes v. Beadon, ond held the “trust” tobe 

an illegal association, and he ordered that ite affeira 

pe reer Fe. The Court of A (Samus, Buert, 

Corroy, L.JJ.) reversed this ° They were 
that was no association between the 
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ficate holders; that, if there was an association, no busi- 
ness was carried on; and that, if any business was carried 
on, it was carried on, not by the certificate holders, or by 
the trustees as their agents, but by the trustees as the legal 
owners of the property, and that, as the trustees were less 
than twenty in number, section 4 would not apply. James, 
LJ., said that the powers given to the trustees were only 
of the same kind as those which might be given to the 
trustees of a settlement or a will when the trust property 
was very large. The purpose of the deed was only to 
secure a good investment of capital by spreading it over a 
number of securities, and thus to obtain the benefit of 
the doctrine of averages—to get a good dividend, and, 
at the same time, to have a good security for the invested 
capital. This decision in effect overrules that of Jessel, 
M.R., in Sykes v. Beadon, & case which the Court of Appeal 
recognized as involving the same principle as Smith v. 
Anderson, Brett, L.J., added that the same reasoning 
would lead to the conclusion that the opinion of the Master 
of the Rolle, expressed in Jn re Arthur Average Association 
(23 W. R. 939, L. R.10 Cb. 542), that mutual insarance 
associations consisting of more than twenty members are 
illegal if not registered under the Companies Act, 1862, 
was wrong. He was inclined to think that no transaction 
within the association, no transaction between the mem- 
bers themselves, would bring the case within section 4. 
Corron, L.J., said that, if it had been apparent that the 
real object of the trast was that the trustees should specu- 
late in investments of a particular class, the case would 
have stood ina very different position.—SoLicirors, Ashurst, 
Morris, & Co. ; Baxters § Co. 





Practice—Mor10n ror NEw TrRIAL—AprEaL—TRIAL BY 
Jopce without Jury—Orp. 39, x. 1a—Onrp. 58, Rk. 54 
(Marcu, 1879) (Vide 23 Souicrrors’ JourNnat,448, 449).—A 
case of Pannell v. Nunn, before the Court of Appeal on the 
21st inst., shows thatthe proper mode'of proceeding to obtain 
anew trial, when an action has beentried by a judge without 
a jer, is not yet fully understood. The action was tried by 
men J., without a jury, who gave judgment for the de- 
fendant, not finding a verdict on the facts separately from 
his decision on the law, but giving his judgment on the facts 
andthe law. ‘The plaintiff gave notice of appeal from the 
judgment, asking, by his notice, that the judgment entered 
for the defendant might be set aside, and that instead 
thereof judgment might be entered for the plaintiff, or 
that a new trial might be had. This notice was accepted by 
the officer of the court in the first instance without any objec- 
tion as a proper notice, but afterwards the appellant's 
solicitor was informed by bim that the notice had been re- 
ceived by mistake, and that the proper course would have 
been to apply for a rule nisi for a new trial. The point was 
then mentioned to the Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., and 
James and Brett, L.JJ.) who said thatthe practice had 
been settled by the decision of the Court of Appeal at West- 
minster in Potter v. Cotton (28 W. R, 160, f R, 5 Ex. D. 
137), and that the appellant would be quite safe in relying 
upon the notice which he had already given.—Soxicrror, 
James Goren, 


ee 


ApMINisTRATION AcTION—TakING Accounts oF Exrcu- 
ToR In CHAMBERS—EviIpENCE or PayMENTs.—In a case of 
Raines v. Raines, before the Court of Appeal on the 2lst 
inst., a question arose as to the evidence which ought to be 
adduced of payments made by an executor upon the taking 
of his accounts in an administration action. The testator, who 
died in 1859, had given his property to trustees, upon trust 
for his wife for her life, with remainder for his six children 
in a shares, and had appointed his wife sole executrix. 
The income of the property was only a little more than £200 
ayear. The widow from time to time paid debts contracted 
by one of the sons while he was at the university, the sums 
thus ne amounting in all to £332, She died in 1877, and 
alter her death the action was brought to administer the 
testatrix’s estate, her representative be 
taken as having 
been paid out of the capital of the son’s share, and whether 
it was to be set off against his share. The set-off was opposed 





in the widow’s possession, and one of the daughters said that 
her mother had told her that she had made em Bs ee 
out of the capital of the son’s share, and it appeared he 
had written to his mother asking her to pay his 
Malins, V.C., allowed the 
share, and his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
gp M.R., and James and Brerr, LJJ.), Jessen, 
-R., said that in taking an exeeutor’s accounts in 
bers, especially after the death of the executor, the 
exercised a discretion, and did not require strict 
dence of every item. To require strict evidence would in 
many cases simply be to rob the estate of the deceased 
executor. If such evidence was ired, 
executor must institute an administration action, at 
within a few years after the testator’s death, or he would be 
mulcted of large sums which he had honestly 
Though the court would not allow the Statute 
tations to be set up against a cestui que trust, still 
justice in a reasonable way, and not require strict proof 
every item in an executor’s account. James, L.J., said 
that the court was bound to act upon reasonable probability 
and fair inference, and ought te set its face yoy any 
attempt to plunder the estate for costs. Brerrt, +» said 
that the rule which the Master of the Rolls had laid down 
was a most wholesome one, and it was absolutely necessary 
for the purposes of justice.—Sonicirors, J. P. Murrough ; 
Bowlings, Foyer, § Hordern. 





PracticE—ADDING PARTIEsS—AMENDM&NT OF PLEADINGS 
—APPLICATION AFTER Finat Jupement—Orp. 16, 8..13.— 
In a case of The Attorney-General v. The Borough of 
Birmingham, before the Court of Appeal on the 21st inat., a 
question arose as to the power of the court to order the 
amendment of the pleadings after final judgment in the 
action. The suit was commenced by information and bill 
at the relation of a landowner, who was the plaintiff, andin 
April, 1875, a decree was made, granting a perpetual in- 
junction to restrain the defendants from polluting by their 
sewage a certain river. And, on the ing of the 
defendants to carry on certain works for the purification of 
their sewage, and the undertaking of the plaintiff not to 
enforce the injunction for five years, it wae ordered that 
the defendants should pay the plaintiff £6,000 for damages 
and costs up to the date of the decree. In '. 
1877, the defendants’ sanitary district was by an Act of 
Parliament embodied, with other districts, into a larger 
united district, the powers and liabilities of the defendants 
being vested in the new district board. In April, 1880, the 
plaintiffs took out a summons, under r. 13, of ord. 16, asking 
that they might be at liberty to amend the information 
and bill by adding the district board as defendants. Bacon, 
V.C., granted the application, The defendants 
The Court of Appeal (Jussex, M.R., and James and Basrr, 
L.JJ.) held that an order to amend could not be made 
aftor final jadgment, and that the only ca? of enforcing 
the judgment against the district board id be by com- 
mencing a new action against them.—Soxtctrors, Sharpe, 
Parkers, & Co. ; Paines, Layton, & Co. 


| 





Pracrice — Norics or Insuncrion sy TeLecram — 
Duty or PARTIES RECEIVING such Notice—QCosts.—In a 
case of Tonkinson v. Cartledge, 
Rolls on the 16th inst, a motion was made to commit 
ana, her regres = a — es pg 
certain effects which the plainti 
and which had been seized under a distress for rent. 
plaintiff obtained an ex parte injunction against the defend- 
ant on the 2nd of July, restraining the sale under the 


auctioneer, all believed that no order had, nine 


by some mor of the share, There was no strict | and that the telegram was a . Te was 
legal proof that the widow had made the payments out of | that the local agent of the 8 solicitors knew nothing 
the capital. But the vouchers for the payments were found | of theinjunction. The t's solicitor did not, however 
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communicate by telegram with the plaintiffs solicitors, and 
only wrote to them on the following a It also appeared 
that the defendant’s solicitor had a London office. The 
plaintiff did not now press for a committal, but simply that 
the respondents might be ordered to pay thecosts of the motion. 
JesseL, M.R., said he thought he might strain a point in 
favour of the auctioneer, and not order him to pay the costs, in 
consequence of the observations of Lord Justice James, in Ez 
parte Langley (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 110). It was no doubt tke 
anctioneer’s duty to have sent a telegram back to the plain- 
tiff’s solicitors, and so have inquired if the injunction were 
really granted, but as he had his positive affidavit (said by 
James, L.J., in the above case to be sufficient to save 
him from the contempt) that he thought the telegram a 
forgery, there was just sufficient to save him from the costs, 
more especially as there were other persons to pay them. 
As to the defendant’s solicitor, the Master of the Rolls 
certainly thought he had acted with imprudence. He had 
an office in London, and he had a telegram between eleven 
and twelve stopping a sale to take place at two, and it was 
his plain duty, if he had any doubt as to the authenticity of 
the telegram, to have telegraphed to the plaintiff's solicitors 
and asked them if it was genuine or not. There was ample 
time before the sale to have done this, but he did nothing 
until the next day, when the sale was over. The next day be 
did write to the plaintiff's solicitors, with whom he evidently 
was acquainted, and asked them whether the telegram was 
genuine or not, and at once received the answer that it was. 
The solicitor’s duty had been as plain as possible, and he 
must certainly pay the costs of the motion. As to the de- 
fendant, she did not even swear in her affidavit that she 
believed the telegram was a forgery, she took the risk of 
allowing the sale to go on, and she must clearly also be 
ordered to pay the costs of the motion. The order for costs 
would be without prejudice to the question of damages that 
the plaintiff might have sustained by reason of the sale having 
been proceeded with.—Soricrrors, Pitman § Lane ; Coopers ; 
Collyer-Bristow, Withers, d&: Russell. 





PARTNERSHIP—Power For Ex&cuToR TO UsE PorTION 
or Testator’s Estate iN cContTiInuING Bustness—Lia- 
BILITY OF sucH Portion oF Estate TO Creptrors or Firm 
WHERE ExecuroR Guitty oF Breacu or Trust—In a 
case of Re Johnson, Shearman v. Robinson, before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 19th inst., a question was argued on 
further consideration as to the rights of creditors against 
a testator’s estate where the executor had, under a power in 
the will, carried on the business and had become bankrupt. 
The power in the will was to carry on the business in 
the name of an infant, and to employ an aliquot share of the 
residue (being the infant’s share) in so carrying iton. It 
appeared that the executor had carried on the business, and 
had used, not only an amount equal to the aliquot share, 
but that he was, in addition, considerably indebted to the 
estate. The executor had given bills to several creditors, 
and was now bankrupt. The creditors now contended that, 
in addition to the personal liability of the executor, 
their debts were also a charge on the share of the testator’s 
residuary estate. JesseL, M.R., said he understood the doc- 
trine to be this: that, where an executor hada limited power 
to on a business and to use certain assets therein, 
his creditors had a right to stand in the place of the executor 
as against the testator’s estate, and to have the benefit 
of ary lien on the sssets the executor might have. 
If, however, a trustee or executor had robbed the 
trust estate and had put the money into his own pocket, 
there was no such equity as against ghe cestuis que trust, 
whose money he had taken. The different cases on this 
subject did not exactly decide as to the mode of working out 
the rights of the creditors in such a case, although, in his 
opinion, the correct principle was laid down by Tarner, 
LJ., in Ez parte Edmunds (4 De G. F. & J. 488), who 
there said that the creditors’ right was to resort for indemnity 
simply to those aseets directed to be employed in the busi- 
ness—i.z., to put themselves in the position of the executor 
qua those assets. There would, however, be no right to put 
themselves in the position of the executor, except on the 
terms of their replacing the trust estate which had been lost 
by him. His lordship then held that, asthe facts were not 
very clearly proved as to the partnership dealings, he would 
not distribute the infant’s share until the creditors had had 
an unity of ascertaining the facts and presenting a 
petition to get the fund.—Soricrrons, Ward, Mills, Witham, 





& Lambert ; Peacock & Goddard ; Thomson, Son, ¢ Brooks; 
Marson & Greenfield; Dod § Longstaffe; Ramsden & 
Austin. 





CuaritaBLe Uses Act—Pvre or Impure Personatty 
— Money cHARGED By Bonp on Potice Rates.—In a case 
of Re Harris, Jackson v. Governors of Queen Anne’s Bounty 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 19th inst.; a ques- 
tion was argued whether certain bonds charged on the 
police rates of the division of a county were a charge on 
land so as to be impure personalty. The bonds were in 
similar form, and were signed by three justices present in 
annual general session. After reciting two Acta of the 
2 & 8 Vict. and3 & 4 Vict., “for the establishment of 
county and district constables,” giving the justices power 
to order station-houses to be provided in such places 
as the justices should think fit, and for that purpose to 
purchase and hold lands and to build and provide such 
station-honses, and to defray their cost out of the police 
rates, and to borrow money for such purposes, and to 
charge the fature police rates with the amounts of the 
loans and interest, and reciting the facta as to the 
particular loan, the bond witnessed that the justices, in 
exercise of the powers in the said Acts, thereby charged 
the future police rates of the division with the amount of 
the loan and interest, the principal being repayable by 
instalments. And the justices thereby, as far as they 
lawfully could, directed and ordered the payments to be 
made ont of such police rates. JxEsseL, M.R., said that ia 
his opinion the bonds were not a charge on any lands, 
The police rates were not now leviable in the same way as 
formerly. The machinery now was for the justices to issue 
@ precept tothe overseers to levy a rate to pay the neoes- 
sary amount. The justices no longer had any direct right 
to levy the police rates, but if the overseers did not pay 
the requisite amount they would be personally liable. The 
justices, it appeared, only paid away the sums actually 
paid them, and they had no actual charge on the rates, and 
all they professed to charge by the bonds on the police rates 
was the amount actually coming to their hands. The case 
was within the second ground of the decision in Thornton ¥, 
Kempson (Kay, 592), and also within the principles laid 
down by the Court of Appeal in Attree v. Hawe (L. R. 9 Ch, 
D. 337), which case must be taken to have overruled Finch 
v. Squire (10 Ves. 41), and therefore, on principle and 
authority, he should decide that the bonds were not impure 
personalty.—Soxicirors, Norris, Allens, § Carter ; S. Dune 
ning. 


Trape Union Socirery—Purposes IN ResTRaint OF 
Trape—Ricnut To Sus—TraDes Union Act, 1871 (34 & 
35 VicT. c. 31), ss. 3, 4.—Iu a case of Duke v. Littleboy, 
before Denman, J, (sitting for Fry, J.), on the 15th inst., 
the question arose whether an action could be maintained 
by members of a trade union society, the rules of which 
showed that the objects of the society were in restraint of 
trade. The action was brought by the members of the 
executive council of the society, which was called an 
amalgamated society, against the officers and trustees of s 
branch of the society, claiming an injunction to restrain 
the defendants from dividing the funds in their haads 
among the members of the braneh, or dealing with them 
contrary to the rules of the society and without the con- 
sent of the executive council, and an order for payment to 
the council of 80 much of the fands of the branch as should 
not be required for current expenses. The action arose 
out of the refusal of the amalgamated society to supports 
strike by members of the branch society. The preliminary 
objection was taken by the defendants that the action was 
one for enforcing an agreement for the application of the 
fands of the society to proyide benefits to members, within 
the meaning of section 4 of the Act, and that consequently, 
by virtue of that section, the action could not be maia- 
tained. Denman, J., held that the decision of Jessel, MR» 
in Rigby v. Connol (28 W. Kt. 650, ante, p. 827) was ia 
point, and he accordingly allowed the objection, and dis- 
missed the action.—Soricirors, W, H. Brooks;  Woode 
bridge §& Sons. 
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Societtes. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of members of this society 
was held in the hall of the society, in Chancery-lane, on 
Friday afternoon, the 16th inst. 

Mr. N. T. Lawrence, president of the society, occupied 
the chair. 

After the election of Mr. John Moxon Clabon as president, 
and Mr. Charles Claridge Druce as vice-president of this 
society for the ensuing year, and Mr. Charles Ponsonby Wil- 
mer, of 7, New-square; Mr. James Ward Russell, of 2, 
Bedford-row ; and Mr. Joseph Henry Schroder, of 4, Lin- 
oln’s-inn-fields, as auditors for the ensuing year, 

The CuarrMan mentioned the list of candidates for the 
offices of members of the council :—Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P., of 
Bristol ; Mr. Henry Skrine Law Hussey, of Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake, of Lincoln’s-inn; Mr. Henry 
Markby, of Coleman-street ; Mr. John Hollams, of Mincing- 
jane; Mr. George Barrow Gregory, M.P., Bedford-row ; 
Mr. Charles John Follett, of Queen’s-gute; Mr. Frederick 
Halsey Jansen, of Finsbary-circus ; Mr. Edward Field, of 
Norwich; Mr. William Alfred Jevons, of Liverpool ; 
Mr. Frederick Leigh Hutchins, of Birchin-lane; Mr. Frederic 
Parker Morrell, of Oxford ; Mr. John Eaden, of Cambridge ; 


Mr. William Stephens Jones, of Malmesbury; and Mr.’ 


William Edwood Shirley, of Doncaster. Thus they had 


fifteen members nominated, and the number of vacancies was: 


only thirteen ; it would, therefore, be necessary to proceed to 
an election by voting-papers under the bye-laws. Scruti- 
neers were appointed, and the chairman appointed Wednes- 
day, the 11th of August, as the day for receiving the 
scrutineers’ report. 

The Cuarrman said the next business was to read the 
report of receipts and disbursements of the society. As 
that account had been circulated in print, he assumed that 
the meeting would consider it read, and he therefore moved, 
“That the accounts, receipts, and disbursements of the 
‘society for the year ending Slst of December, 1879, be re- 
ceived, and approved, and signed by the president.” 

Mr. Crazon seconded the resolution, and, after a short 
discussion, it was carried unanimously. 

The CHarrMaN next moved, ‘* That the annnal 
report be received, and approved, and entered on the 
minutes,” 

Mr. Ciazon seconded the resolution. 

After a pause, 

Mr. Epmunp Kimper said he was rather astonished that a 
report of this kind should be moved by the chairman, and 
seconded by Mr. Clabon, in the perfunctory manner in which 
had been, or that it should fall on the meeting like a dead 
letter ; was there nothing upon which anybody should wish to 
say something? He would simply trouble the meeting with 
two or three remarks, and would ask it to observe the latin 
maxim, ex uno disce omnes. At page 16 of the report, deal- 
ing with the subject of the call of solicitors to the bar, the 
council told them that action in Parliament had been un- 
fortunately rendered impossible by the dissolution and the 
change of Government ; he simply asked why ? How was it 
that Parliament having been dissolved, and it being well 
known thoughout this country that the most important 
persons concerned in the election of new members were 
the solicitors in different provincial towns, the council 
positively looked upon the dissolution of Parliament almost 
as a dissolution of the society and of themselves, and said, 
“We can do nothing.”” Why, this was just the time when a 
society like that ought to do something, and ask of those 
persons who try to get into Parliament whut they intend to 
doon the questions the society intended to bring before 
Parliament. But nothing of the kind had been done, The 
members were told in that slipshod manner that “action in 
Parliament has been unfortunately rendered impossible by 
the dissolution and the change of Government”; let it be 

ublished far and wide that the Incorporated Law Society of 

gland and Wales, thought to be the strongest trades union in 
the kingdom, failed before a dissolution of the House of 
Commons, Then, as to the next sentence, how could the 
dissolution of Parliament be an “adverse influence’? He 
would like the council to explain that sentence. ‘* But, 
notwithstanding this adverse influence, the council are 





satisfied that they have been able to advance this i 
question nearer to a favourable solution.” He would to 
know how it was nearer a favourable solution if they re- 
frained from taking one iota of trouble. Were Sir Wilfred 
Lawson and his alliance asleep oo the election ; and what 
was the result? It was that they had 229 gentlemen pledged 
on his question. But the most powerful trades union in the 
whole country, who would have been able to put their fingers 
upon willing agents in every constituency were unable to do 
anything. That was a most extraordinary thing, and when 
the Law Society went before Parliament, if was the reverse 
of surprising that honourable members treated it simply as a 
body of attorneys, if it refused to ask for that consideration 
which it was entitled to. What was taking place in Parlia- 
ment now? The public were saying, ‘* You are a strong 
body, you are trade unionists; it you do not care about re- 
form, we will thrust reform down your throats.” Gentlemen 
laymen, like Mr. Joseph Cowen, Sir Baldwin Leighton, Mr. 
Rowley Hill, and Mr. Eustace Smith, had brought in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (District Courts) Bill, and this 
was the third session in which that Bill had been introduced, 
and yet the report was devoid of any mention of it. Yet 
Mr. Cowen went @ great deal farther than the council ever 
thought to demand; thus in one section he said, “ Any 
solicitor of the Supreme Court may appear and be heard, 
as well in court as in chambers, in any district court, 
without being required to employ counsel.” Had 
the council given any consideration to that Bill of 
the inflaential member for Newcastle? He thought the 
least they could have done was to go before the House of 
Commons, and say, “ This is a public demand, and we ask 
that it be conceded”; but the council had done nothing. 
There was scarcely @ single member of that society who 
was not an intimate friend of some member of the House 
of Commons, or House of Lords; could not those gentle- 
men be asked in their places in Parliament to support any 
demand of the council? He was almost ashamed to be a 
member of a society which could pat forward such a 
helpless report as that, and he was seriously grieved 
for the reputation of their profession when he found such a 
body pinning their faith to sach a document. 

Mr. Provproot approved of the report as a whole, 
but in one respect he wanted information. At pre- 
sent solicitors were at liberty to make bargains with their 
clients, assuming that the clients were willing to do so, 
and certais forms were gone through so that there could 
be no advantage taken of the client at all. Now, it 
appeared from what he read in the report that an 
endeavour was being made to fix an amonnt, either in the 
way of percentage or otherwise, so that solicitors should be 
bound to take up certain business whether they liked it or 
not. If that was what it meant, he for one most strongly 
objected to it, for the solicitors would always get the 
worst of the bargain. Whatever amount of percentage 
might be fixed, clients would always object to pay that per- 
centage oc commission, unless they were perfectly satis- 
fied and it agreed with their ideas. He therefore suggested 
for the council’s consideration that they should give the 
option both to the solicitors and clients to enter iato these 
bargains if they thought proper. 

The PresipENT said the question of obtainiog audience 
for solicitors at quarier sessions was one the coancil con- 
sidered of cousiderable importance. Notwithstanding 
what Mr. Kimber had said, it was hopeless to suppose 
that a Bill for that purpose could be passed during the 
present session of Parliament. As to the question of 
mentioning honours obtained by the candidates during 
their examinations in the Law List, the council bad devoted 
much attention to the preparation of a calendar, in which 
all the distinctions attained by their members should be 
recorded, and he would take that opportanity to say thas 
that would be the more satisfactory mode of noticing such 
distinctions. With reference to Mr. Kimber’s observations, 
their report stated certain important facts with reference 
to the important question of facilitating the admission of 
solicitors to the bar, and also the approval by Lord Cairns 
of the object of the aociety’s Bill for dispensing with the 
three years’ interregnam in the case of solicitors of five 
years’ standing. Mr. Gregory had done all that it was 
possible for a private member of Parliament to do, but he 
had not yet been able to obtain a hearing, as when his 
motion came on the House was on the point of being counted 
out. It wasa subject the council had diligently worked 
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at, and which they would continue to pursue to the atmost 
of their ability. With reference to the question put by 
Mr. Proudfoot, a solicitor would always have an option in 
the matter, and was not obliged to conduct a matter of 
business in a way he might object to. 

Mr. Mitier would like to say a few words upon the 
subject of the call of solicitors to the bar, as it was one 
upon which a very Jarge number of the profession had a 
very strong opinion. It seemed to him that they had been 
trying for some years past to get the slightest attention 
paid to the request that they made—a very reasonable 
request—that if a solicitor had been admitted a solicitor 
for five years, he shouid be admitted at once to pass the 
final examination for the bar. He asked whether it was 
not possible for the council itself to bring in a Bill, during 
the next session of Parliament, giving authority to the 
council to fix such an examination as they might think 
necessary. He was prepared to move a resolution to that 
effect, so that the attention of the public and the Legisla- 
ture should be forced upon the subject. 

The Prestwpent said he was much obliged to Mr. Miller, 
for it gave him the opportunity of saying that the view of 
the council was that their proper mode of proceeding further 
would be in the House of Commons, as they had tried the 
House of Lords as much as they could do. The pressure 
put upon the Inns of Court by Lord Cairns in addition to the 
action in the House of Commons, would, he believed, have 
prevailed ; but next session the council would consider what 
it could do in the House of Commons, which he hoped would 





be a more favourable place for the discussion than the House 


of Lords. 

Mr. Epmunp Kiwser suggested that a special circular 
should be sent round to the members calling their attention 
to the matter. 

Mr. How tert, of Brighton, as a member of one of a 
number of associated law societies, said that unfortunately 
Mr. Gregory’s motion from various circumstances had never 
come on, but he knew that numerous members of Parliament 
had been spoken to and had been in the House ready to sup- 
port Mr. Gregory. 

Mr. Kiser: Then I want to know, if that was the case, 
how if was the House was counted out ? 

Mr. Exrert, of Cirencester, hoped that no change would 
have the effect of preventing the common form business in the 
district registries being transacted by means of correspond- 
ence. Those of them who lived in towns in which there 
were no district registrars must do one of two things, either 
employ agents or pess their papers through the post, and 
there was no difficulty whatever in transecting common form 
business through the post. ‘They did not at all seek to up- 
hold any principle that was objectionable, but they said it 
should be a part of the duty of the district registrar to receive 
through thé post, and return through the post, all papers re- 
lating to common form and probate business. 

The Presipent said at the time the report was printed 
the matter was under discussion with the Associated Law 
Societies, and the council was therefore unable to state the 
conclusion at which they had arrived. The council came to 
the following resolution :—‘‘That the practice of sending 
papers to district registrars by post is convenient and should 
be continued ; that if it be necessary to pay fees for the 
transaction of such business, such fees should be paid by 
stamps; and that if any addition should be necessary to the 
emoluments of the registrars, in consequence of the increased 
trouble, it should be by addition to their salaries.”’ 

Mr. Devonsnine asked the president to give some 
additional information as to the principle upon which the 
council were acting in reference to the question of deter- 
mising and fixing the remuneration of solicitors. It ap- 
peared to him that the proper principle would be for the 
solicitors themselves, through their accredited representatives, 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, to take the 
initiative, so far as practicable, in fixing ur indicating such 
@ scale of remuneration as would be reasonable and proper, 
rather than have a tariff fixed for the solicitors by the 
judges, or by those who might be supposed to advise the 
jadges, This would seem to be the rational principle on 
which to proceed. It would be expected by the profession 
that judicial, or official, sanction must to a certain extent 
continue, but the principle, and mode, and extent of 
remuneration ought certainly to be suggested in the first in- 
stance by the solicitors themselves. He merely mentioned 


eee 


the matter with the view of asking that some attention 
should be given to it, 

The PresipEnT said that, with regard to solicitors’ re. 
muneration, their position was this: the late Lord Chancellor 
had introduced Bills relating to dealings with land which woul @ 
have rendered it absolutely necessary that a total change 
should take placein the system of remuneration of solici. 
tors. Before his Bill was prepared the council drafted out 
a clause the object of which was to secure the initiative of 
this society in any proposal which was to be brought before 
the judges, and they felt most strongly the point which Mr. 
Devonshire had mentioned. No doubt it was extremely 
important to resist a new scale of charges being forced upon 
them by some authority without their having the chance of 
rejecting or resisting them. The Remuneration of Solicitors 
Bill, now in print, was not the Bill of the council, it 
was Lord Cairns’ Bill, and the council would do its best 
to maintain its own view of the matters the measure compre- 
hended. 

The Cuatrman then put the motion for the adoption of 
the report, and it was carried unanimously. 


Mr. James Water, of Dulwich, moved the following reso. 
lution :—‘‘In view of the protracted negotiations by the Law 
Society with the benchers of the several Inns of Court for 
re-adjasting the relation of solicitors with the respective [ons 
of Court, and their enforced exclusion from the practice of 
either branch of the profession for three years prior to bei 
called to the bar—Resolved—That the Council of the Law 
Society do forthwith present a petition to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, praying his lordship to re-introduce his two Bills of 
1875: the one to re-organize the Inns of Court, the other 
to establish a school of law or legal university.” 
In the course of an animated speech, Mr. Walter said 
they had had it from the president himself that it was 
utterly hopeless to expect the Houses to act for themselves 
to do solicitors justice. Two commissions had sat on this 
subject, one in 1846 and the other in 1855, and it was shown 
that the Inns of Court had no legal constitution, that they 
were mere clubs, and based their supremacy upon mere self- 
assertion. Ifaclab in Pall Mall said that no one should 
enter the army unless he was a member of the Pall Mall 
Club, it would be said such action was unconstitutional, and 
it had been proved to demonstration that the Inas of Court, 
in the matters they controlled, were in precisely an analogous 
position. The House of Commons came to the conclusion 
that the benchers were a private society only, without recog- 
nition from the State. It was quite time the Law Society 
determined to be played with no longer by these obstruc- 
tionists. Public opinioa was moving in the same direction, 
The Times had written in support of such reform ; the 
world was sick and tired of the system and the absence 
of security that a barrister would supply the service for 
which he had been paid. The then Mr, Lowe, in bis 
evidence before the committee, said, “ My own impression 
is that the Inns of Court, as they are at present, constitute 
a university in a state of decay.” What Lord Selborne 
proposed to do was to make a central board, which should 
have the conduct and rule of the whole profession, meeting 
under one common roof. He considered the council ought 
to go forward with a firm front, not going on their knees to 
pray for this and that; therefore he asked the council to adopt 
the resolution, and he asked the meeting to support the 
council in so doing, because in the negotiations which had 
taken place the benchers had been driven up to this poist, 
“ We almost think six months would be enough "—but there 
was all the difference in the world between thinking ané 
acting. He knew as well as possible, from the position and 
character of these respectable old gentlemen, that if this 
resolution were carried, and Lord Selborne’s scheme was also 
carried, they would give all the solicitors asked. 

Mr. Epmunp Kiser seconded the motion. 

Mr, Cartes Forp, asan amendment, moved :—“ That, 
in the opinion of this meeting, the time has passed for seek 
ing, at the hands of the benchers, a modification of the rales. 
of the Inns of Court, as affecting the call of solicitors to the 
bar, and that it be an instruction to the council to 
legislative interference upon the subject without further 
delay.” The council felt themselves, in 1874, called upon 
to do something on this matter, and the council had dune 
something. For his part he felt convinced that, wheo the 
public thoroughly understood this question, they would say 
it is a most monstrous regulation of the [ons of Court, 











Mr. Oxazow : As to the Bills, I am not at all sure at the 
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t moment we should like those Bills. At the time | for the purpose he suggested : the fund he alluded to was- 
ose Bills wera prepared we were merely the nominees of | the examination fund—that received from examination fees— 


the judges, and now this society is an examining body. The 
subject would require to be very carefully considered before 
this society assented to the proposal for a school of law. The 
society has not been lethargic; a little wisdom is necessary 
as well as a little energy. As far as I remember I believe 
the subject of our admission to the other branch of the pro- 
fession is a ‘matter on which the council have done all they 
can. The amendment is I think a proper one; the time has 
come when we must act independently of the benchers, and 
ask help from every honourable member. I therefore second 
the amendment with pleasure. 

Mr. Provproor thought that a great deal too much was 
made of this question. There were very few solicitors who 
had lived a prosperous professional career who wished to 
change theirfstatus ; and what would the public gain if a 
solicitor could walk from that hall to the Temple and be 
admitted to the bar ; was it possible the interest of the pub- 
lic would be better attended to then than at present, and 
the fees made lower? The rules at the present moment 
were as good as rules could be, and if a gentleman desired 
to go from that branch of the profession to the other it was 
quite right that he should take a little time in order that he 
might prepare himself for the different sphere which he was 
desirous to enter; and if he was a young man it was quite 
proper he should have three years, if necessary, in order to 
prepare himself and make himself perfect for the position he 
was going to take. There was not one solicitor out of a 
hundred who wished to avail himself of the admission to the 
bar, and when he did get there he would do no good. 

Mr. Saunpers (Birmingham) said the benefit would 
accrue in the case of a young man who had entered on a 
career and found he had made a mistake. The argument 
the bar had-always made use of was that a solicitor, from 
his position and connections, would be able to take a posi- 
tion and clientele with him which would give him an advan- 
tage over members of the bar, unless a period of restriction 
was enforced. He thought whatever changes had been made 
did not remove the necessity for a law university. 

Mr. Garnnam Keen (London) said theirs was the only 
class which was under such a peculiar ban, the accountant, 
law stationer, or anybody else, could carry on his business 
up to the very time he presented himself, but solicitors must 
leave off business and starve for three years before they 
could be admitted. 

‘Mr. Smirtzy (Doncaster) thought that to ask the Lord 
Chancellor to re-organize the Inns of Court was going 
beyond what was right. Solicitors did not constitute the 
lower branch of the profession, they all belonged to one 

d profession, and the wiser plan was always to consider 

t, and be useful in their day and generation. 

Mr. Green considered that practical common sense was 
rather learned in a solicitor’s office than at the bar, and if 
there were many young men going over from the office to 
chambers it would lead to its introduction. There were heaps 
of people at the bar who had begun in the society’s branch 
of the profession, and had succeeded at their ultimate calling, 
and to such a few years’ experience in a solicitor’s office 
would be of advantage. 

Mr. Watrer, in reply, said there had been five years of 
attempted legislation, and they did not want another five 

ears to elapse before legislation was accomplished. Those 

mchers wonld defend their monopoly to the last, nothing 
short of a wrench would get it out of them, and, therefore, 
he would not accept the amendment, 

The Prestpent put the amendment to the meeting and 
declared it carried ; and it was then put and adopted asa 
substantive resolution. 

Mr. G. R. Dopp (London) moved, “ That this society takes 
this opportunity of expressing its great satisfaction at the 
recent institution of examinations for honours at the final 
examinations. That, for the farther encouragement of per- 
8ons bound, or about to be bound, under articles of clerkship, 
it is, in the opinion of this society, now expedient to establish 
scholarships and studentships, to be awarded at the prelimin- 
ary and other examinations, and that for such purpose a sum 
of not less than £500 a year be paid out of the funds of the 
society. That the council be respectfully requested to make 
all requisite amet for carrying out the last resola- 
tion, and to frame the necessary regulations.” He said he 
should be met with the answer that they had no funds, but 
that if they had the funds they could ¢ on. He contended 
they had the funds and were perfectly justified in using them 





which was amply large enough, amounting during the past 
year to upwards of eight thousand pounds, to say nothing 
of some other fees which might be reasonabl ineluded in the 
fund indicated. The balance-sheet of 1878 showed no less- 
asum than ten thousand pounds received for examination 
fees, whilst the amount expended was under four thousand. 
Section 8 of the Act provided that all moneys paid to the 
society in pursuance of the Act, in respect of examinations, 
shall be applied by the society to the expenses from time to 
time incurred for such examinations, and there might be 
made a very large surplus applicable to the establishment of 
scholarships and studentships. 

Mr. Rance, of Cambridge, seconded the resolution. 

The Cuatrman : The question of the policy of establish- 
ing scholarships and studentships has never been deliberately 
considered. It would require careful consideration ; but ‘the 

reliminary question is the question of means, It must ndét 
lost sight of that, besides the payment of salaries to 
lecturers, there is the cost of those ro0ms’ which have been 
specially built for the examinations, in respect of which 
there is a considerable debt now hanging over us. There is 
also a very large part of the general expenses, in this way, 
in the shape of salaries tc servants, as a very considerable 
part of the business which is done here concerns those ex- 
aminations. Besides that, we are now called on by many 
gentlemen who complain of so many parts of this building 
being used for these examinations to erect new rooms for 
this purpose, and I am afraid, in the present state of the 
finances, it would be impossible for us to undertake this- 
expense. 

Mr. W. M. Watters, of New-square, pointed out that 
they could not at present analyze the accounts and say how 
much was devoted to the examinations ; four tho seven 
hundred pounds were devoted entirely to the examinations, 
and ‘the disbursement balance of twelve thousand pounds- 
then remaining might be considered as belonging, half to the 
examinations, and balf to the general business of the society. 
It would be better to proceed steadily and with caution, but 
if people would come forward and make endowments, 
studentships and scholarships might be given ; at present it 
would be prudent to hold their hand. 

Mr. Dopp, in reply, said that four thousand pounds of 
debt had been paid off during the past year ; that was got 
out of the examination fees, so that they were paying off the 
debt at the expense of the articled-clerks, As to endow- 
ments, the society had always looked forward to endowments, 
and, at last, had only one, and that of small amount. The 
society had twenty thousand & year income, and half of that 
was received from examination fees and other matters which 
came within that term. If the examination fees were not 
sufficient, by all means raise them; they were now lower 
in proportion than medical and other examining bodies- 


Tne CHarnMAN then put the resolution to the few 
on who remained in the hall, and it was lost by 16- 
to 9. 
A vote of thanks to the president for his conduct in the 
chair was passed, at the instance of Mr. William Williams, 
seconded by Mr. Melville Green, for which Mr. Liwrence 
returned his sincere thanks. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, London on Wednesday, Jaly 14, the following direc-. 
tors being present :—Mr. Sydney Smith (in the chai), 
Messrs. Brook, Hedger, Kays, Keen, Lee (Salisbury), 
Pennington, Ri Roscoe, Rose, Styan, Veley (Chelms- 
ford), Walters, and Woolbert.; Mr. Eiffe, secretary. A.sum 
of £280 was distributed in grants of relief to neces- 
sitous solicitors, and to the necessitous families of 
deceased solicitors; fifty-one new members were ad- 
mitted to the association ; a vote of thanks was passed 
to the Right Hon. Sir James Hannen for i at the 
late festival of the association, and to the members of the 
late “ Practitioners’ Society” for a donation of 
$18 18s. 10d. to the fands of the association ; and other 
geueral was transacted, 
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Appointments, Etc. 


Mr. Joun Rosey Etprinee, solicitor, of 16, Parliament- 
street and Balham, S.W., has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. Mr. Eldridge was admitted in Easter Term, 
1868, 

Mr. J. Perry Goprrey, of Gray’s-inn, solicitor, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in and for 
“the Courts of Manitoba. Mr. Godfrey was admitted in 
Trinity Term, 1860. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Georce Toomas Haicu and Wiii1am Ayrton, solicitors, 
15, Water-street, Liverpool (Haigh, Son, & Ayrton). July 
13. 

Watter Strorty and Jonn Henry ELvtis, solicitors, 7, 
King Cross-street, Halifax, York (Storey & Ellis). Business 
will henceforth be carried on by the said Walter Storey on 
his own account. July 10. (Gazette, July 16, 1880.) 








Companies. 


—_—- 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jotnt Stock ComPaNIEs. 


LIMITED In CHANCERY. 


Crvit Servicer Meat Svuprry Association, Lruirepv.—Creditors 
are requested on or before Oct. 1, to send their names and addres- 
ses and the particulars of their debts or claims to Alfred Audrey 
Broad, 35, Walbrook. Nov. 3 at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

‘Loxpon Woop Pavement Company, Liwrrep.—Petition for wind- 
ing up presented July 13, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., 
on July 24. Beal & De Soyres, Regent-street, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Merzopouitan Bayx, Lrutrep.—Petition for winding up presented 
July 13, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 24. 
Harper, Broad, & Battcock, Rood-lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

St. Berpe’s WeisH Siate anp Stas Company, Limitep.—Petition 
for winding up presented July 13, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on July 24. Lewin & Co, Southampton-street, Strand, solici- 
tors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette. July 16. 


Attomatoy Brock Srenatn Company, Lrurrep.— Petition bor 
winding up presented July 17, directed to be heard before Bacon, 
V.C., on July 31. Shaw & Tremellen, Gray’s-inn-square, agents 
for Polding, Blackburn, solicitor for the petitioners 

Dreect Fisn Svprry Association, Limitep.—Petition for winding 
up presented July 16, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on 
July 30. Cheston & Sons, Great Winchester-street, solicitors for 
the petitioner 

Girvarp Rereicrration Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding 
up presented July 19, directed to be heard before Malins, V.C., on 
July 30. R. Miller & Wiggins, Copthall-court, solicitors for the 

itioners 

Wirnernsea Betck Works, Limirep.—Petition for winding up 
presented July 14, directed to be heard before Malins, V.C., on 
July 30. Weed & White, Drapers’-gardens, agents for Thorp & 
Firth, Kingston-upon-Hull, solicitors for the petitioning company 

(Gazette, July 20.) 
Unsvcimitep in CHANCERY. 

Worcester, Draw Forrst, anp Monmouta Rartway Company.— 
Petition for winding up presented July 17, directed to be heard 
before Malins, V.C., on July 30. Mathews & Smith, Broad Sanc- 
tuary, Westminster, solicitors for the petitioner 

(Gazette, July 20.] 
Covuyty PaLating or LANCASTER, 

Dowatp Macxiytosn awn Company, Liuirep.—Petition for wind- 
ing up presented July 15, directed to be heard before the V.C., at 
6, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, on July 26. Mather, Liverpool, 
agent for Wood, Wigan, solicitor for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, July 16. 
Farexpiy Societies Dissoiven. 


ne Feiexpiy Bexevit Society, King’s Head Inn, Slinfold. 
y ls 
(Gazette, July 16.] 








It is stated that an agreement has been come to between 
the representatives of the Associated Chambers of Com- 
merce and the Government with d to amendments to 
be introduced in the Partnerships (No. 2) Bill. The Bill, 
which is now to be with immediately, will 
consolidate in one Act the law with regard to private 
partnership. 





Leqislattaw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JULY 15.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brtts.—Posen’s Naturalization, Dake of Leeds 
Estate, North Metropolitan Tramways, Nottingham Corpo. 
ration, Banbury and Cheltenham Direct Railway, Great 
Yarmouth Water, North Staffordshire Railway, Romford 
Canal, Oldham Improvement, Londor. and South-Western 
Railway, Halesowen Railway, Hunt’s Patent, King’s Lynn 
Corporation, Rickmansworth Extension Railway. 

Local Government Provisional Orders (Eastbourne, &c.), 
Enclosure Provisional Order (Clent-hill Common), 
Drainage Provisional Order (Frodsham, &c.). 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Enclosure Provisional Order (Abbotside-common) (passed 
through Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitt.—Yeadon and Guiseley Gas (Amend. 
ments). 

~ = ele Education Provisional Order Confirmation 
(London), Lord Byron’s Indemnity. 

JULY 16.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Great Western Railway, Dagenham and 
District Farmers (Optional) Sewage Utilization. 

Statutes (Definition of Time), Local Government Provi- 
sional Orders (Kingston-upon- Hull, &c.). 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Private Briis.—Enclosure Provisional Order (Clent-hill 
Common), Land Drainage Provisional Order (Frodsham, 
&c.), Local Government Orders. (Alnwick Union, &c,} 
(passed through Committee). 

: BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitt,—Enclosure Provisional Order (Abbotside« 
common). 

JUNE 19.—ROYAL COMMISSION. 

The Royal assent was given by commission to the follow. 
ing Bills :—Union Assessment ; House Occupiers in Conntieg 
Disqualification Removal (Scotland) ; County Bridges Loans 
Extension Act, 1880; Isle of Man Loans; Local Govern- 
ment Board’s Provisional Orders Confirmation (Abergavenny, 
&c.) ; Local Government Board’s Provisional Orders Con. 
firmation (Amersham Union, &c.); Local Government 
Board’s Provisional Orders Confirmation (Poor Law) ; Gas 
and Water Orders Confirmation ; Local Government Board’s 
Provisional Orders Confirmation (Ashford, &c.); Local 
Government Board (Ireland) Provisional Orders Confirmation 
(Dublin, &c.) ; Regulation (Abbotside) Provisional Order Com 
firmation ; Manchester and Milford Railway (Devil’s Bridge 


Branch Abandonment); Exmouth and District Water; — 


Malton Gas; Caledonian Insurance Companies; London, 
Tilbury, and Southend Railway (further powers) ; Wrexham 
Waterworks ; London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway; 
Wandsworth and Putney Gas ; Stafford Corporation ; ae 
Railway ; Belfast Street Tramways ; Lincoln Gas Light 
Coke Companies; Lancaster Corporation; Pegwell Bay 
Reclamation and Sandwich Haven Improvement ; Bristol 
Cemetery; Kensington Improvements; and Lord Byron’s 
Indemnity. 
BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Taxes (Management). 

Patvate Br1s.—Great Western Railway, Liverpool 
Corporation Water, Lynn and Fakenham Railway, Metro 
politan District Railway, Hinckley Local Board Gas, Maid- 
stone and Ashford Railway Bills, 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE, 

Local Government Provisional Orders (Aberavon, &c.), 
Statutes (Definition of Time), 
visional Orders (Kingston-upon- Hull, &.) (passed through 
Committee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 


Private Bri1s.—Posen’s Naturalization, London Gage 
light Company, Great Western and Monmouthshire bail 


and Canal Companies, Reading Gas, Maidstone Gas, H 
of Hoo Railway, Preston Tramways, Manchester Carriage 
Company (Limited), Manchester Suburban Tramways Come 


pany. 
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Dee Proviainal, Ordee ong ecig ee » Land 
Drainage Provisio Frodsham, » Local Govern- 
ment Provisional Orders (Alnwick Union, i she 
JULY 20.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bit1s.—Hull, Barnsley, and West Riding 
Junction Railway and Dock, Ramsgate and Margate Tram- 


ways. 
Bier and Uarbours Orders Confirmation, Tramways 
Orders Confirmation (No. 1), Tramways Orders Confirmation 


(No. 2). 
BILI. IN COMMITTEE, 
Taxes (Management). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brirs.—North Metropolitan Tramways, Ack- 
worth, Featherstone, Purston, and Sharlston Gas, Preston 
Improvement, Hunt’s Patent. 

Local Government Provisional Orders (Aberavon, &c.), 
Statutes (Definition of Time), Local Government Provisional 
Orders (Kingston-upon-Hull, &c.). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JULY 15.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bitu.—Williamson’s Patent. 
Industrial Schools Act (1866) Amendment, Merchant 
Shipping Act (1854) Amendment. 


BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 
Merchant Seamen (Payment of Wages, &o.), Turnpike 
Acts Continuance, Universities of Oxford and Cambridge 
(Limited Tenures), Great Seal (all passed through Com- 


mittee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitus.—Bristol Cemetery, Dartford Gas, East 
Norfolk Railway, Kensington Improvements, Mersey Rail- 
way, Scarborough and Whitby Railway, South-Eastern 
anil Lord Byron Indemnity (passed through all its 
stages). 


JULY 16.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brrt.—Pegwell Bay and Sandwich Haven Im- 


provement, 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Amend the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854, so far 
as regards certain Fees and Expenses (Mr. Ashley). 
* JULY 20.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Savings Banks. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Customs and Inland Revenue (clauses 1—10). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brris,—Portmadoc Water, Metropolis Improve- 
ment Schemes Modification Provisional Order. 


JULY 21.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Customs and Inland Revenue (clauses 12—43), 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
Industrial Schools Act (1866) Amendment. 


BILL WITHDRAWN. 
Highways (Horse-rate). 





Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court or Masrsx or tas 
Date. Bones. V.C. Maurws, 


Appx. 

Betsy, July ag Mr. Merivale Mr, Clowes 
eeeee . am 

Wednesda coos 28 Leach * 

Thursday .... 29 Latham 

Friday........ 30 Leach 

Latham 


YY ceo Sl 
YV. 0. Bacon, 
Monday, July 26Mr. Teesdale 
T my y 


Y coccce Farrer 
Wednesday.,., 28 Teesdale 
Thursday .,.. Farrer 

Teesdale 
Farrer 


Vocssccee OV 


Y vove 81 





Leqal Pews. 


In consequence, says the Times’ reporter, of a 
curious blunder on the part of the clerks of the committ 
magistrates, few of the prisoners at the Surrey 
could be tried, for in eight out of the twelve cases 
depositions were not returned to the clerk of the 
as they ought to be according to statute where the 
gaol delivery will be at the assizes, in order to enable 
to draw the indictments for the trial of the prisoners. 

Judge Eastman, of Manchester, says the Western i 
related that at one time General Franklin Pierce 
opposed to the Hon. Natt Hubbard in some cause in a 
New Hampshire court. The general’s strong point was 
his influence over a jury, and in a particular case the eyes 
of every juryman was suffused with tears by his pathetic 
pleading. Mr. Hubbard, in a gruff voice, said, in com- 
mencing his reply, ‘‘ Gentlemen of the jury, 
that I am not doring for water.” This opening is stated 
to have neutralized the effect of the general’s eloquence. 


In the House of Commons, on the 15th inst., in answer 
to Mr. Paget, Lord F. Cavendish said,—No change will 
take place in the system of repayment of expenses of 
criminal prosecutions under the Summary Jurisdiction Act. 
The fees to the clerks of the peace and the justices’ clerks 
under the Criminal Justice and Juvenile Offenders Acts - 
have ceased to be payable, but a new table of fees in their 
place has been recommended by the Secretary of State for 
adoption by the local authorities, which appears likely to 
give general satisfaction. In the meanwhile the 
of costs will be made as nearly as possible in accordance 
with the rates formerly paid, after examination of the items 
claimed. . The fixed fees under the Criminal Justice Act 
are—clerk of the peace, 14s.; justices’ clerk, 4s. Under 
Javenile Offenders Act—clerk of the peace, 8s. ; justices” 
clerk, 2s. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 24.—Mesers. Rosert Tipey & Son, at Exeter, at 2 for 3: 
.m., Leasehold Property (see advertisement, July 17, p. 6). 
26.— Messrs. FuRBER, Price, & Furper, at the Mart, at 
1 for 2 p.m., Leasehold Property (this week, 
July 27.—Messrs. Tuntexy & Bor ez, 
Building Land (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 

July 28.—Messrs. CoINNocK, GALSworTHY, & CHINNOCK, at 
the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Properties (see advertise- 
ments, July 10, p. 5). 

July 26.—Mr. Erzoart, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Law Fire 
Insurance Shares (see advertisement, this week, p. 5). 

July 28,—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & Co., at 
the Mart, “ ; p.m., Leasehold perty (see advertisement, 
July 10, p. 6). 

Jul 38,— "Messrs. Harvey & Davins, at the Mart, at 2p m., 
Freehold Properties (see advertisements, this week, p. 6). 

July 30.—Mr. Roxstns, at the Mart, at 12 for 1 p.m., 

Property (see advertisement, July 17, p. 6). 

July 30.—Messrs. Sapcrove, at the Mart, Freehold and 
Leasehold P. es (see advertisements, this week, p. 5). 
July 30.—Mr. . JouN Smiru, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.,. 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisements, this 

week, pp. 5, 6). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Crort.—On July 21, at 28, Royal-crescent, Notting-hill, the- 
pee of Mewy erbert Stephen Croft, barrister-at-law, of s- 
ughter. 
Epwarps.—On July 18, at 67, Queensborough-terrace, W.,- 
the wife of John Rdwards, Q.0., of a daughter. 4 
Gwyrnn.—On ‘4 17, at 35, Cornwallis-terrace, Clifton, the 
wife of H. T. M. C. Gwynn, solicitor, of a son. 
Harrzr.—On July 19, at Brentwood, the wife 


Raf Hey Whee tan eee 
enry ? 

Surra.—On Jaly 20, at The Hollies, Naileworth, the wife of 
Alfred Rdward Smith, , of a daughter. 


solicitor 
Wii1aMs.—On = 11, at Weston Favel, Jamaica, the wife of 
Frederic Conde Williams, district court jadge, of a son. 
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MARRIAGES. 
iy ye July 17, at St. Ji ames’s, a ages 


} oe Fs Pal ee ,» Banbury, to Jessie, ‘daughter 
Pande x, ory June 17, at St. George’s Church, 
St. wean West Indies, Henry bee Pipon 
Schooles, law, me oe Hon- 
a to Caroline, daughter of the Honourable. W. W. Ried, 
of Duports, St. Kitt's. 
Haynezs.—On July 12, * Douheed Lodge, Wimbledon, Free- 
- Oliver Haynes, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 
6 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frinay, July 16, 1880, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Surrender in London. 
Bell, 


Richard Johontems Newman st, Oxford st, Pet July 13. Haz- 
litt. July 30 at 12.30 
Clark, st - tre mene High Holborn, Estate Agent. Pet July 13. 
Hazlitt. Ju 
French, iiily, Bromehead st, Commercial rd, Pet July 14. Broug- 
ham, 


2 
Salisbury, Wiliam Bell, Wanstead, Essex, Shipwright, Pet July 2. 
Hazlitt. ly 30 2 12 
To Surrender in the Coun 
Chiverton, James, Ryde, Isle of Baye Wine + ny Pet July 
13. Blake. Newport, Jul at 3 
French, John, and Edward — Aylesford, nets pa Owners. 
Pet July 13. Scudamore. Maidstone, July 29 at 
5 ol et term ~~ Farmer, Pet ety 13, 


ge, 
July 27 
Knowles, < tl Linen Draper. Pet July 12. Weller. 
Derby, Aug 3 at 1 
Lawford, ye Stanmore, Builder. Pet July 10. Edwards. 
ion J Lae ho tl Cambridge, Gent, Pet July 10. 
» Over, 5 
Eaden. Cambridge, July 27 at 12 
‘Wright, James, er eter) Essex, Farmer. Pet July 13. Eaden. 
Cambridge, July 28 
eames July 20, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act. 1869. 
Creditors must a their pooee 96 of debits to the Registrar. 
Buckley, Edward ane Riley st, Bermondsey, Woollen Manufac- 


turer. Pet July 17. ae. July 30 
McLean, John Brewery rd, Caledonian rd, Engineer. Pet 


July ie Pepys. Aug 4at 12 


Peele. 


ames, Chicksand st, Spitalfields, Sawyer, Pet July 16. 
Pepys. scores ~Y 
'o Surrender in the Count one yf 
Dean, Henry AR... Milton, nr omy omy A Tavern Keeper. 
Pet July 16, Rochester, Aug 9 
Eli we eS Derby, Farmer. Pet July 14, Wake. 
ug 
A E_ , Liverpool. PetJuly 15. Bellringer. Liver- 
pool, Aug 3 at 12 
Kerr, Tcke, Ardwick, - ema Draper. Pet July 15, Lister. 
Manchester, Aug 9 at 1 
caution ANNULLED, 
Frivay, July 16, 1880. 


Cole, Samuel, South Camp, Al Quartermaster in her 
Majesty’s Royal Engineers. Mar 18 
Tvespay, July 20, 1880, 


—, Charlies, Alwyne rd, Canonbury, Theatrical Manager. 
9 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Farpay, July 16, 1880, 
Abbott, Edmund Henry, Ladtiroke-grove, Tobacconist. July 26 at 
lat 48, Bonthampton bidgs, Chancery Chancery lane. Norris 
Anderson, Walter row, India Rubber Stamp 
Manufacturer. Aug 3 at 3 at ped of Morphett and Littlejohn, 
King st, ‘Cheapside. Terry, King st 
ames, East Chinnock, Somerset, Baker. July 30 at 10.30 
at ~ by of Wi Watts, Yeovil 
Barnett, James, Cwm, Radnor, Farmer. Aug 4 at 4.30 at offices of 
Cheese, Broad st, Hay 
Batty, William, Liverpool, Bootmaker, July 29 at 3 at offices of 
Oliver and Co, Cook st, Liverpool 
Baume, James Edward, Halifax, Grocer. Aug 2 at 11 at offices of 
Creditors’ Halifax 


George ens Nos Bil Gro Aug 6 at 12 at offi 
os rocer. 
Whitebors, Cam ‘amden rd, North Shields tee stad 


Bell, Richard, Soctingam, Ape han el July 9 at 3 at offices of 
Cranch, Poultry arcade, N Nottingham 


George, Fairfax rd, 8t John’s Wood, Cheesemon 
say Se Hebetowd Matthews and Wells, John st, 
Brown, Pagas James, Bristol} Ofna July 2. at 12 at offices of 
Sussex, Aug 3at 1 at 11, 


wasn, Aided st, Holborn Holeoaly Pllrough, 


gs eee Soe agen aren 
Cotoge. © Camberwell rd, Grocer, July 28 at 3.at the 


Charles John, 
Ansociation, Arthur st. pad 
Calvert, George, I nee-in-Mackerfield, La neaster, Furniture Dealer. 
July 27 at 9 ab offices of Wood, King 

















July 27 at 1295 





Carter, Moorfields, Gloucester, Painter. 
offices of Bristol 


Chandler, John, Hudswell, York, Laloourer 
aa — - 
Ch Samuel, A a 
Comers Gamay ere Teermam mae A # wht | 
re a eye Grocer, July 28 at 11 at offices gf — 
—— ure 
r, Benton Norfolk a gg July 28 at 3 at offices.of 


omens St Andrew’s Holl plain, Norwich 
Stafford, Grocer. July 29 at.11 atoffices of 












Stanley, Bridge st, Walsall 
Cornfo’ Catherine, ‘tthe Guldball Tower y= tos, Wine and Spirit Mey. 
chant. Aug 4 at3 at the Guil ffee-house, Gresham st, — 





















































Wild and Co, Ironmonger lan 
Coulson, William, Sidmouth, Doves, Hotel . July 29 af 
Curtis, he nny, roam f a G July 30 
is, Henr ountest! icester, Grocer. at3 
offices of Wr of “ Tineke. Belvoir st, Leicester * 
lens Wins Weriaee hen Galan Oeume iat Hotel Came 
pot lane, Wine Merchan’ ug at Cannon 
pa Grane ont 2. ol > Carmar ane 
vies, Charles, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Accountant. at 
at offices of Lloyd, Carmarthen y, a 
Davies, John, Bristol, ntcher, July 29 at 12.at offices of Re: 
Exchange West, Bristol 
Day, Alexander, Church st, Bethnal Green rd, U: nS oy 
S a os Unicorn Tavern, Vivian rd, Old F Grove b 
ictoria p 
: ee ieee wy iaier Surrey, Builder. July 27 at 12 at offices of 
Flee 
Delany, John ‘Alfred, Darlaston, Stafford, Jul Bat 
3 at Lion Hotel, Church st, Darlaston. Cresswell, ‘ilenball 
Douglas, William, and William Britton, Bristol a Machinists. Jaly. 
31 at 2 at offices of Dodds, Shannon a Bristol. Moseley, 
—, ~ ohn Cotty, A rd, Brixton, Professor of Music. July 
31 at 12 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 
Edwards, David, Blaenant, peg: reabewves Mason. July 30.at 12a} 
Banisie, J 7 , Waltons, Green Nout eibiolds Shields, . Aug 
J Yo 3 at 
2 at wag of ee Norfolk a North 8. aids ont hil r 
‘oreshew, Ro Brighton, Commerc sss: 
Aig 0 8 at offos of ils, N ls, New road, & Brighton 
‘ae one ‘Clarke, London 
oar soe ine 6 cuAchatienal auburn « 
Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, July 28 at3 stip 
of Lupton, 8 -street, 
Gibbs, Simeon, New Swindon, Wilts, Innk . July 29: at 2a 
offices of Jackson, Albion bldngs, New Swindon 
Gillott. Thomas Henry, and Edwin Charles Ree, Coventry, 
re . July 28 at 3 snc Birmingham, 
oven 
Gordon, pb ang West Hartle: Durham, out of 
aa iness. July 28 at 3 at offices of Wilson, ae pa West Har: 
Gould, Edward, Widnes, Lancaster, Grocer. July 20at 3 at offices of 
Spencely, South John st, at ig 
Greenaway, John, Lower Gornal, Staff Coalmaster. July 28 at 11 
at offices of Homer, High st, Brierley yn 
Guest, Barnett, Oldberrow, Worcester, Farmer, July 29 at 3 at office 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Haigh, , Henry, jun, B , nr Leeds, Grocer. July 28 at 3 at offices 
ranger, st, 
Hall, an, Gomme, 3 . Durham, Chemist. July 26.at 11 at offices of 
wi ae 8st West, Newcastle. te om 
illiam, Great Bridge, Stafford, Butcher. July 28 at 3 at offices 
mi. ‘Shakespeare Church wr Oldbury : 
Harris, Phillip, ip. High st, Aldgate, General Draper. Aug 5 at 3 ab 
offices of Emanuel and Sims, Finsbury circus : 
Hartovp, William, and George Freeman, Leicester, Carriage 
Builders, July 8 at 3 at offices of Smart, Silver st, Leicester, 
Buckby, Leicester 
Hawkins, Cornelius, Skipton, York, Game Dealer. July 23 at llat 
the Queen Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Paget, Skipton 
Hepworth, Friend "Haigh, Newton, nr Wakefield, Tailor. July 20a 
3 at offices of Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 
Hopcraft, Thomas Smith, Snaresbrook, Essex, Advertising Agents 
nager. July 26 at 2 “at offices of Rae, Mincing lane 
Hughes, Edward, St Martin’s, Salop, Farmer. July 29 at 2 at the 
Public Hall, Oswestry. Minshalls and Co 
Janman, Thomas, Chichester, Sussex, ew oan July 27 at 3.30 a 
the Dolphin Hotel, Chichester. Nye, Brighto 
Johnson, John, South Beddington, Surrey, alee Aug 7 at 2 at the 
offices of s of Young, N North End, Croydon 
Jones, Matthew William, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. July% 
at 3 at offices of Lees, Severn chmbrs, Middle pavement, Ni 
Jones, Thomas, Manchester, Merchant. July 28 at 12,30 at 2, 
Brazernose st, Manchester. Hall and Son, Manchester 
eo William Edwin, Taunton, Somerset, seaeegers July St 
at 11 at offices of Reed and Cook, Paul st, 
Langiols, Pe Peter. Swansea, Ship Chandler,’ July 27 at 2 at offices of 
mith and La , Cambrian place, Swansea 
a Tom Henry, Leicester, Hair Dresser. July 30 at 3 at offices 
of Smart, Silver ot st, Leicester. Buckby, Leicester. ; 
‘ames, Surrey, Carpenter, Aug 4at 11 at offices of 
Cave, Bracknell : 
Lewington, Eliza Elizabeth, Gosport, Hants, Boot Factor. July # 
at offices of , North st. Portsea 4 
Leia gets, Bristol, "Wailor, ' uly 29 at 2 at offices of Sibly, Ex é 
George, Birmingham, Packing Case Manufacturer. J! 
at 3 ab oe “ Jaques, temple row, Binnin July Py 
Longrigg, n, Se r chambers, Adelp mn. i 
12 at Guildhall Coffee ' Tavern, Gresham Pigs, 122 F 






pavement 
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of, Walingtord July 20 
a ee hae out of business. July 


Marrable, J con Aug 10 at 3 at the 


‘Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Oh kasediaseet Wecine: Dovongh Tieton Bownenet 
3 
Ww Stretford, near Manchester, Contractor. July 
eo eae taeay st, Manchester 
Missing, Thomas Hi Weodland Gunnersbury, Writer 
inthe Civil Service. ce. July 31 at 3 ot 28, Bow lane 
Fishponds, near Bristol, Builder. July 26 at 12 
ee East, Bristol 
Melville Mowat, Wisbech, Cambridge 
July 20 at dat offloes of Datcher, Cheapside 
e, Henry William, Halstead, Essex, Butcher. July 28 ut 10 at 
Mences of , Braintree “i 


York, Grocer. July 28 at 12 at offices 


op lane, Lancaster, Core Manuacinre, 
Noblett, Alfred, pees ng oe ewe Manufacturer. July 27 at 
10 at offices of Blackhurst, Fox st, Preston 


Kent, Butcher. July 31 at 11.30 at the 

i as Maidstone. ibson, Sittingbourne 

Paget, John, Ebbw Vale, Monmouth, Boot and Shoe Maker. August 

$at 11 at offices of Queen 

Parker, William, Stokes Gloucester, Mason. July 27 at 2 at 
offices of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

¥ Stationer. July 28 

August 3 at 2 


Patterson, Constance Louisa, Yeovil, Somerset, 
at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Watts, Yeovil 
rok a Saint John’s rd, Hoxton, Grocer. 
tors’ Association, Arthur st, East. Carter and Bell, 
Pentelow, William, Peterborough, Draper. July 30 at 11 at Angel 


Hotel, Pete: 
, H y rd, Draper. July 26 at 3 at offices of 
, King’s cross rd, Geay’s inn road 
Plant, John, jun, Altrincham, Cheshire, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. 
Aug 3 ~_" 3 — offices of ‘Nicholls and Co, Market st, Altrincham 
Plummer, H Limes, London rd, Hounslow, Wheelwright. 
oon 29 at 3 at yen athess of Grain and Nazer, Castle st, Holborn 
wo hemnengy asemreet ite Poulterer. July 24 at 2 at offices of 
Armstrong, Chancery lane 
Proctor, wo mas, Cardiff, Glass Dealer. July 16 at 11 at 80, St. 
Mary st, 
Parves, Ellenor, Brent st, Hendon, Court Milliner. ead 23 at 3 at 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st 
Thomas, Hastin, 
tution, Chan: 
Mottram-in-. 


412.30 at the 
wil at offices of 


Furniture Dealer. July 28 at 12 
. Davenport and Co, Hastings 
endale, Hyde” out of business. 


Reeves, Geo? 
at Law I 


Robinson, A 


27 at 2 at 
White Lion Hotel, Hel 


umphreys, 


Robinson, Francis, Thornton, York, a anc July 26 at 11 at 
offices of Ray, Aldermanbury, Bradford 
Thomas, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Smith. July 28 at 1 at 
offices of Brennand, Blandford 
reg Thomas, Halifax, out of business. July 27 at 3 at the 
Lion Hotel, Hebden Bridge. Franklin and Humphrey, 


bibinan, Winn Jo ‘ou Hive st, Guildford, rtehen. Rf 26 at 
ancery lane 


ry 

‘Rogers, Hobos Bint 0, Sr iock , Drill Inspector. Jaly 27 
at 11 at the Clarence ington Plecadilly, Manchester. Harris, Man- 

Rodway, Joseph W: Haggerston rd, Haggerston, Greengrocer. 
ere toast chaoas Ve le, New Broad st 

Rostron, John, Manchester, icensed Victualler. Aug 9 at 3 at 
offices of Garthwaite, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Ruel, Walter, Lambeth walk, Surre “er! Grocer. July 23 at 3 at offices 
vole _ and Son, Eastcheap. Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad 


Russell, Thomas, Guildford, Surrey, Solicitor. July 26 at 1 at 
the White Lion "Hotel, Guildford, Bolton and Co, Lincoln’s-inn- 


fields 
Russell, William John, Wilton rd, Shepherd’s Bush, House Decora- 
tor. July 26 at 3 at the Rider‘s Hotel, Holborn. Hope, Bell yd, 
Shaw, Jem Wakefield, CS a Tailor. July 28 at3 at offices of Dry- 
den, King st, Wakefield 
‘Smith, Thomas William, Nottingham, ew. Aug 3 at 3 at 
Bucky, Leicest of Smith, Brougham cambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham, 
"Gluten Go Cardiff, Licensed Victualler. July 28 at 11 at offices 
of Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown 
8s, Edwi n, Drury lane, Grocer. July 29 * 2 at offices of 
and Jackson, St Benet Ph —- 
ae, Thomas, Monkwearmou' cham, Fruit Merchant. July 
80 at 11 at po vn of Keoalyside | an Ce Co, yo st West, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 
‘Tall, Edward, Clarence xé, Hackney, Confectioner. Aug 9 at 3 at 


offices of Rumney, Wal 
William te South "Shields Wine Mesehens. Aug 5 at 3 
arcade, Newcastle-w 
Aug 3 at 


ela Society, Ro 
‘Turner, James Bressey, N ween Ab Commission Agent. 
Aug at 2 ot the Craven Hot), bios, om Rend. Frencio end 


Vickerman, Henry, Bentley, near Doncaster, Stuff Merchant, Aug 4 
at 3 at the George Hotel, Market at, Bradford. Shirley and Go 
Wade, Richard, Wickford, Essex, Farmer. July 30 at 3 at 40, South- 
ampton buil . Holborn. er lane 
Charlies, orthallerton, York, Cabinet Maker. July 30 at3 
at the Masons’ Arms Inn, Northallerton. Fowle, N rton 


Totes, George, 
$0 at 3 at offices of Smith, yde lan 
nih Abraham, Hi Nigel Mannfactarer. . 2 


ane of 





Wi J 

een, cote, ie john, Blackburn, 
Wi Tom, Seunthorpe, Lanesin, 
Welsh Thicame as + in — 

Silk Book Markers. July 28 at 2 at offices of lane, Coven- 


try. Fitter, B 
Thomas, samy York, Pruit Salesman. July 
28 at 11 at offices of Ree at as 
, Alfred, t Maker. at 2 at offices of 
Whiteley, Albion s, Leeds 


W: Willan Bushbury, Siafor: Builder. July 30 at 


ak my July 28 at 3 at 
» July 2 at 11 at offices 
Manufacturers of 


ll at om Ty Vaughan, Walsall 
, Chester, Butcher. July 31 at 3 at offices 
Master Mariner. J 31 ab 11 
at Offices of Lowe, Mant Plena’, Liverpool _ 
Williams, M house 
Keeper. aly 20 2h 3 at olites of Movin Oaen st, C 
Wiseman, a, Bradford, York, Grocer. July 31 at 11 ab 35, Kirk. 
. Tvgspay, July 20, 1880. 
Ashbrook, Thomas, and James Ashi Manchester, Provision 
Merchants. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of A w and Warburton, 
Norfolk st, Manchester 
Balm, Joseph, Tickhill, York, Fishm . July 31 at 12 at offices 
of —— and Burtonshaw, Pri : pl, ae 
— jomas Fletcher, Chorley, caster, Veterinary Surgeon. 
9 at 11 at offices of ‘Jackson, High st, Chorley 
Bail ichard, Nottingham, out of business. Aug 9 Lange not July 
as erroneously printed in last Gasetto) at 3 at offices of Cranch, 
Nottingham 
Birley, ur John, Leeds, Painter. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of Brooke, 
Bond > Leeds 
Boyd, William, Walker, ge merce General Carman. Aug 
—— Clark, Grainger street West, Newcastle-upon- 
Brame, Samuel, Birmingham, Silver Chain Manufacturer. July 28 
at 2 at the Queen Hotel, Stephenson place, New st, Birmingham. 
Peet, Birmingham 
Bruton, Thomas, Nailsworth, George st, Grocer’s Assistant. Aug 
2 at 4 at offices < Jackson, Geo: Gloucester 
eee George Henry, pee) ma, Notting hill, Grocer. July 30at 


2 at offices of Wills, South 


B John, West Bromwi 
‘spelen ’ Shake 
ony 


Cattaneo, Joseph, Lorrimo: 
Aug 40410 at offices of Wri ight, Git Portland st 
Cattermole, George Henry, » Grocer. July 30 at 3 at 


at offices of Jacques, Tem; jirmingham 

Chassbectaine, Obaries Collin, Ss Cleston aq, Meets Meieeten, 
Com Aug 10 at 12 at offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Basing- 
hall st 

Chapman, Edmund Berry, Fined Farmer. Aug 4 
til at offices of Fenmat end On tinruet one ro 

bay ok Thomas, Thorsdale rd, Hornsey rd, be = . July 29 at 

» Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. 

City 

Chilvers, Albert Alexander, Heigham, Norwich, Publican. Aug 3 at 


3 at offices of eon 4 and Gilbert, Up King st 
d, Grocer. July 31 at 11 
Duncan, Market pl, Shi 
Cliff, William, Manchester. Aug 12 at 2 at Moseley 
3 ab offices - + ace Cogan’s lalley lane, 
Strand 
, James, Fenton, Staffo a. July 31 at 11 at offices 


Chrisp, Edmund, Earsden, Northumber 
at offices of Duncan oer it 
cadilly Manchester. . 

eo John, Kingston-upon- ponsHull, House Dowialley i & 

Oe Tan Wi William, Thistle grove, Brom; Riding Master. 
cies: 20 eb ES es offiede Of Guseaite wa Gn, Mean, 
of Tennant and Co, oe 
i orp dy Barham, Maer a July 30 
pone mp land. Brown, 


illiam Bernard, Toxteth pe Live: Grover. 
y pe offices of Roose and Price, North ohn st, Liver- 
pool, ape metnam sag 
Davenport, Thomas, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner, Aug 9 at 
8 at offices of R nytenen Eieeex eh, Manchester 
Dee, William, Hidcott, , Goucester, Cattle Dealer. July 29 at 
2 at the Lygon Arms, Chipping Campden. Barkes, Moreton-in- 


Dinwiddie, Thomas, Latchford, Chester, —— ee Pi = 
at 10.90" at offices of Davies and Co, Market place, W 


eon. John, South Molton, Devon, Painter. July 30.at 12 at offices 
of Crosse and Co, B beg = 
ld, Copperfield rd, Mile End, 


ridge 
Duffield, William, and George 
July 29 at 12 at offices of Hart and Co, Moorgate st. 


Dumelow, Sarah and Mary Ann Dumelow, » Dealers 
a July 30 at 12 at offices of Peirson, J Wall, 

Dunsford, Alfred Alfred William, and John, Alfred Milla, Strand, Tailors. 
Ang U1 spSubedionnat Taghen, Git rege w nas si 

Eastwood, Charles Will Aug 10 at 3 at 
ee ae te been op 


Fairbairn, Alfred, Snaith, Ria Bricklayer. Aug 3 at ll at the 

Saree Room, Crown court, Mander and Son, Wake- 
Farmer, Richard, Barrow-in- ma Aug 2 at 3 at the 
Victoria Hotel, Church st, Barrow ess, Barrow, Barrow-in 


Farness 
Fuller, Thomas, Upbavon, Carrier, Aug 7 at 11 at offices of Butcher, 


St John’s st, Devizes 
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Garbutt, James Graydon, Stockton-on-Tees, Builder. Aug 12 at 11 
at offices of Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Geden, John, Eatington, Warwick, Draper. July 30 at 12 at offices 
of Kilby po Mace, Banbury; 

Gelder, Machiel Van, Finbery Park rd, Meat Salesman. Aug 3 
12 at London Joint Stock Bank chambers, West Smithfield. Sey. - 
mour Hubbard, West Smithfield 

Gillbanks, Thomas Jackson, Churchhill rd, Dartmouth Park, Dealer 
in Cigars. July 30 at 1 at offices of Willis, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Goodworth, George, Goole, York, Coal Dealer. Aug 6 at 3 at offices 
of Hind and Everett, Goole 

Greenhill, George, Poole, Accountant. Aug 4 at 3 at offices of 
Travers, King st, Poole 

Griffiths, George, Burslem, Stafford, Potters’ Fireman. July 30 at 
10.30 at Queen’s chambers, Burslem, Julian 

Guest, John, Fishmonger allev, Fenchurch st, Music Publisher, 
July 28 at 3 at offices of Knight, Bow st, Covent Garden 

Hammond, Anne, St John’s, Kent, Milliner, Aug 10 at 3 at offices 
of Staniland, Hare pl, Fleet st 

Hebden, Herbert, Bolton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Aug 5 at 3 
at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Heisch, Philip Lowdell, Kennington rd, Mariner. July 30 at 10 at 
offices of Lewis, Chancery lane. Abbot, Blackfriars rd 

Henrie, James, Redcar, York, Hair Dresser. Aug 5 at 10 at offices 
of Ward, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Hiscock, Thomas John, and John Holmes Lyon, Greenwich, 
Builders. Aug 4 at 3 at offices of Bristow and Shepherd, Cannon 


st 
Hodge, John, Exmouth, Baker. Aug3at12 at offices of Fewings 
and Oakley, Queen st, Exeter. Luke 
Ibberson, William, Soothill, York, Contractor. Aug 4 at 11at offices 
of Lake and Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 
Jackson, John, Dewsbury, Plumber. July 30 at 3 at offices of 
Chadwick and Sons, Church st, Dewsbury 
Jenkins, David, Swansea, Ship Owner, Aug 5 at 12 at offices of 
Jenkins, Church st, Aberavon 
Johnstone, David, Chester, Draper. Aug 2 at 11 at Wellington 
Hotel. Nicholas Croft, Manchester. Lowe, Liverpool 
Jones, Richard, Ruthin, Denbigh, Innkeeper. July 31 at2 at Wynn- 
stay Arms Hotel, Ruthin. Edwards, Ruthin 
King, Thomas Croose, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Clerk. Aug 3 at1lat 
92, High st, Brierley Hill. Clulow 
Kirkham, Charles, Leck, Stafford Printer. Aug 2 at 2 at offices of 
Hacker and Allen, St Edward st, Leek 
Laycock, Henry Rayner, Bradford, Hay Dealer. Aug 3 at 11 at Bull 
and Bell Hotel, Briggate, Leeds. Last and Betts, Bradford 
Laverick, James, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, Draper. Aung 11 
at 12 at offices of Robinson, John ‘st. Sunderland 
Lees, Thomas, Earlsdon, near Coventry, Builder. Aug 5 at 11 at 
offices of Goate, Priory row, Coventry 
Legge, Henry, Middlesborough, Innkeeper. July 31 at 1 at 36, 
Gosford st, “Middlesborough. Dobson 
Lewis, Richard, Wolverhampton, Paper{Hanger. July 31.30at 10 at 
offices of Rudiand, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Maile, Alfred Frank, and William Barraud, Leicester, Boot and 
Shoe Factors. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir 
st Leicester 
Mason, Edward, Kenyon Junction, near Manchester, out of busi- 
ness. July 30 at 3 at offices of Chew and Sons, Swann st, Man- 
chester 
ler, rom, Norwich, Boot Maker, July 31 at 11 at 30, Burr st, 
Norwich 
Morgan, David, Eglwysilan, Glamorgan, a Aug 5 atill at 
offices of Morgan, Albert chambers, Cardiff 
Owencroft, John Gordon Hastings, Cheapside, Warehouseman, Aug 
12 at 3 at offices of Munns and Longdon, Old Jewry 
Owton, George, Colden Common, Southampton, Wheelwright. Aug 
7 at 2 at offices of Adams and Co, Jury st, Winchester 
Parry, James, Nelson, Ince-within-Makerfield, Lancaster, Milk 
Dealer. Aug 3 at3 at offices of Wood, King st, Wigan 
— Henry George, East Grinstead, Sussex, Boot Maker. Aug 5at 
3 at offices of Pearless and Beeching, Tunbridge Wells 
Pendergrast, John, Bedford, —. , Lancashire, Fish Dealer. Aug 4 
at 3 at the Courts Hotel, Chure st, Leigh. Buckley 
Perkin, John, Stone, Stafford, out of business. July 31 at 11 at offices 
of Ashmall, Albion st, Hanley 
Phillips, William Henry, Wolverham _ pao Aug 4 at 11 at 
offices of Rutland, oo st, Wolver: 
Price, John, Alma rd, East Hill, Wandsworth, Builder. July 31 at 12 
at offices of Houlders, Barbican 
Pye, Henry, Pendock, Worcester, Beer Seller. July 3 at 11 at offices 
of Moore and Romney, Tewkesbury 
Radcliffe, Jacob Henry, Oldham, Lancashire, Cotton Waste Manu- 
facturer. July 30 at 3 at the Dog and Partridge Hotel, Fennel st, 
Manchester. Clegg, O Oldham 
Rhodes, John, Barnsley, York, Outfitter. Aug 10 at 11 at Tyas and 
Company, Regent st st, Barns 
Roach, John, Bristol, Sepkenper. July 31 at 11 at offices of 
Andrews, Nicholas st, B 
Shann, John, Clifford, York, Gonee. Aug.3 at 3.30 at offices of 
Hopps and. Bedford, Bank st, Leeds 
Shears, John, Jameston, Pembroke, Grocer. Adg 3 at 10.15 at offices 
of Gwynne and Stokes, Crackwell street, Tenby 
Sherratt, Thomas, Buglawton, Cheshire, Farmer. Aug 2 at 11 at 
offices of Cooper, Townhall chambers, Congleton, C 
Stewart, Michael, sen, Accrington, Lancaster, Machine Broker. 
Aug 4 at A at the Royal Hotel, Blackburn rd, Accrington. Whalley, 
rin 
Swann, vol sen, ouinaana- Joiner. July 30 at 12 at offices of 
Belk, Middle may noe 
Neath, ong oy Engine Driver, Aug 3 at 11 


Orchard p) 
Turner, Samuel, Florence, Stator, Hay Dealer. July 30 at 3 at 
offices of Kent, Chance Lon; 
Walker, Thomas, B tied, tn India Rubber Merchant. at 10. ~” 
od offices of Hutchinson, Piccadily chambers, Pi hiccadlliy: Bean 
0! 





Ward, Walter Seawell, Bradford, Tailor. © in at ll ato 
Wend, = Robinson, Char Charles st, Bradf i 
liam Carey, sora aaaaaee: Draper. 
offices of Lynch maa Tee Teeba Poste st, Liverpool “at 
Whitehead, ogg Blakeley. fanchester, Grey Cloth Commi 
aos. "Aug 6 at 3 a ‘offies of Sale an Co, Booth st, 


whitey, Benjamin, Leeds, Grocer. July 30 af 3 at offices of F 
Warren, Albion st, 
Whittaker, James, Brindle, Lancaster, Farmer. Aug 2 at 3 at t 


Shelley Arms Hotel, Fishergate Preston. Whitfield, Chorley ~ 


Wilcox, Isaac Francis, Hart st, Wood st, Licensed Victualler, 
4 at 3 by special leave, Harcourt, Moorgate st 

Williams, William, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 3 at 1% 
offices of James and Co, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wilson, Thomas, Manchester, Cabinet Maker, ~~ 3 at 2 at 


Cathedral Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester. Law, Manchester ~ " 
Wiseman, Edward, Bradford, York, Stone Mason. July =m 7 


offices of Singleton, New Booth st, Bradford 
Wood, a Frederick, Spennymore, Durham, .Grocer. Aj 
at 2’'at Wholesalé Traders’ Association, High st, Stockton-on-I¢ 
Woodley, Robert Henry, Oak lanv, Limehouse, Cooper. Aug & 
at Guildhall Tavern, Greshara st. Brown, Basinghall st 
Yarnold, Jonathan, Hyde, Chester, Machinist. Aug 3 at 3 at 
Clarence Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Stead, Manchester 
Zeller, Francis Joseph West Bromwich, Stafford, Brewer. 
at 1] at offices of Jack 
Zorn, John Theodore, Dalling rd, Hammersmith, Commercidl 
July 28 at 11 at Masons’ Hall ‘Tav ern, Masons’ Avenue, Basin) 
Pos: | st. Waring, Borough High st 





SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 








Ry 


PS 


Bi, 


son and Sharpe, "High st, West Bromwich = 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with a 


excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly ¢ 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable { 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Boing without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all p 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of c 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and iN REALITY C 
than such Mixtures. 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Breal 


fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTina A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, ch 
Mens Chocolate, anid may be taken when richer chocolate 
ibited. 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Groce 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, pean London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 


(Opposite the British Museum), 
Will be gladto orward his Pamphlet on Painless Dentistry, fre 
enclosed by post, which explains the most unique system of the adj 
ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH without pain. 


CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5, 


EDE AND 50N 


ROBE Bae MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To H’ # Ldajesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUBEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


te 








CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS: | 


ESTABLISHED 1689. - 


94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 





Yams & ALEXANDER, General Printers, Lomi 
opposiieis 


Buildings, 27, Chancery-lane, immediately 
Chancery-lane Post-office. 
i AS, “Parliamentary, and General Printing 
Yates & Alexander, 27, Chancery-lane. 
AUCTIONEERS’ Work, Particulars and Con iition 
of Sale, Posters, &c., printed by Yates & Alexander. __ 


PAMPEHLETS, Books, Newspapers, Circulars, 

and Regulations of Societies printed by Yates & Alexande 

PROSPECTUS SES of Public Companies, 
randa and Articles of Association, Share 

Notices, &c., ted by Yates & Alenanter, 27, Chancery- 














Lonsdale 





‘A 
is Petitions, and Pleadings printed by Yates & Alexander, 


‘for C Cash allowed aby rane 2 xands 
S of Claim ad Defence, A flida’ 








